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Individual Differences in Perceptions of the Benefits and Costs of  

Short-term Mating 

 

Judith Ann Easton, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  David M. Buss 

 

Short-term mating mechanisms should be activated only under conditions in 

which, ancestrally, the benefits were recurrently greater and the costs were recurrently 

lower than those of other potential mating strategies. The purpose of this dissertation was 

twofold: 1) to identify benefits and costs of short-term mating to men and women and to 

rank them based on magnitude, 2) and to identify how sex-specific adaptive individual 

differences previously known to affect mating success shift perceptions of the magnitude 

of, and likelihood of receiving, potential benefits and costs. 

To identify and rank potential benefits and costs, participants listed up to ten 

potential benefits and costs men and women may experience when engaging in short-

term mating. A second group of participants rated the benefits and costs for how 

beneficial and how costly they are. A second study examined how sex-specific adaptive 

individual differences shift perceptions of the magnitude of, and likelihood of receiving, 

the nominated benefits and costs. Participants completed several questionnaires designed 

to measure relevant demographics and family history, personality, and previous and 

current mating experiences. Participants also provided their perceptions of the magnitude 

of each of the benefits and costs, and the perceived likelihood someone could receive 

each outcome. 



 vii 

Results indicated women’s perceptions did not differ as a function of their self-

perceived mate value, exposure to early environmental stress, relationship status or 

satisfaction, but did differ as a function of their feelings of sexual regret. Similarly, men’s 

self-perceived mate value, relationship status and satisfaction did not influence 

perceptions of short-term mating, but the amount of effort currently invested into mating 

and feelings of sexual regret did.  

Overall, this dissertation contributes a novel extension of previous research on 

short-term mating. This is the first study to examine the costs to women, and the benefits 

and costs to men of short-term mating, and the first study to examine how individual 

differences may shift perceptions of those benefits and costs. Findings from the current 

set of studies provide a more thorough understanding of men’s and women’s evolved 

mating psychology and highlight fruitful avenues for future research. 
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Chapter 1: Mating Strategies Introduction 

 Sexual Strategies Theory (Buss & Schmitt, 1993) posits men and women can 

benefit from using mixed mating strategies. One mating strategy is short-term mating, 

typically defined as low commitment relationships with an emphasis on sexual behavior 

(e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Symons, 1979). Much previous research has examined 

men’s and women’s short-term mating (see e.g., Schmitt, 2005a; Thornhill & Gangestad, 

2008 for review). One of the most robust findings has been the sex difference in short-

term mating—men more so than women overwhelmingly report a desire to engage in 

short-term mating and report a greater previous history of short-term mating (Buss & 

Schmitt, 1993; Carroll, Volk & Hyde, 1985; Schmitt et al., 2003; Schmitt, Shackelford & 

Buss, 2001; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; Townsend, 1995). It has been hypothesized 

short-term mating would have been a particularly costly strategy for ancestral women due 

to risks of pregnancy, sexually transmitted diseases, and reputational damage, whereas it 

should have been a particularly beneficial strategy for men due to the opportunity to 

increase their reproductive success. However, no previous research has actually examined 

the costs and benefits of short-term mating to men and women (but see Greiling & Buss, 

2000 for tests of hypothesized benefits to mated women). Additionally, no research has 

examined if the perception of the costs and benefits to short-term mating may shift as a 

function of adaptive individual differences. This will be the emphasis of the current 

dissertation. I aim to determine exactly what the benefits and costs of short-term mating 

are and how beneficial or costly they are and determine how adaptive individual 
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differences may affect the perception of the magnitude and the likelihood of receiving 

costs and benefits. Because of sex differences in the employment of mating strategies, the 

potential benefits and costs of short-term mating and the adaptive individual differences 

that affect perceptions of these benefits and costs are expected to differ for men and 

women.  

MATING STRATEGIES 

 

 Humans use a complex set of mating strategies. One of these strategies is long-

term mating which typically involves heavy commitment, pairbonding, investment by 

both parents in offspring, and a reported feeling of being in love (e.g., Buss, 2003; 

Symons, 1979; Trivers, 1972). At the other end of the mating spectrum is short-term 

mating which typically involves much less commitment and investment and places a 

greater emphasis on sexual behavior than long-term mating (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 1993; 

Buss, 2003). Men and women can both employ a combination of mating strategies, that 

is, they can alternate between long-term and short-term mating or use some intermediate 

mating strategy. They may also use a dual mating strategy of maintaining a long-term 

relationship while seeking extra-pair copulations (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad & 

Simpson, 2000; Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001; Schmitt 2005).  

The frequency at which men and women employ each strategy differs as a 

function of their minimum obligatory parental investment. At a minimum women must 

bear the costs of gestation and lactation, whereas at a minimum men need only contribute 

sperm and a few moments of their time (Trivers, 1972). The greater minimum obligatory 
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parental investment women bear should cause them to be selective in their mating habits. 

The high metabolic costs of gestation and lactation and the decreased survival odds for 

children raised by a single mother (Daly & Wilson, 1988; Geary, 2007; Hewlett, 1988; 

Hill & Hurtado, 1996; Hrdy, 2007) further suggest women benefit by allocating more 

effort to a long-term relationship with an investing partner than to many casual 

relationships. Additionally, once a woman is pregnant she cannot become more pregnant 

by mating with extra men, further suggesting the reproductive benefit to women of 

mating with multiple men is minimal. Alternatively, men’s minimum parental obligation 

indicates they can be less selective in their mating habits. Inseminating one woman does 

not necessarily prevent a man from inseminating additional women, suggesting the 

reproductive benefit to men of mating with multiple women is large (Trivers, 1972). Men 

and women have historically faced different short-term mating-related adaptive problems 

as a result of these differences in their reproductive biology. These adaptive problems and 

how men and women solve them will be discussed below. 

SHORT-TERM MATING IN MEN 

 

One effective method for men to increase their reproductive success is to increase 

the number of their sexual partners (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Symons, 1979), suggesting 

they may benefit more from adopting a short-term mating strategy than a long-term 

strategy. For example, a man who already has one child can increase his reproductive 

success 500% by engaging in five short-term mateships which result in pregnancy. 

Previous research suggests historically it was not the amount of times a man impregnated 
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one woman that increased his reproductive success but instead it was the number of 

women he impregnated that mattered (see Betzig, 1988 for review).  

Therefore one adaptive problem ancestral men would have to solve in order to 

increase their reproductive success would be the problem of partner number (Symons, 

1979). One way to solve this would be to have sexual desire for a large number of sexual 

partners. Over ancestral history those men with this desire would theoretically have had 

more sexual partners, increasing their reproductive success more than men who did not 

possess this desire, suggesting men may have evolved a preference for sexual variety 

(Symons, 1979). In support of this, men report wanting to have a greater number of 

sexual partners than women across various time periods from the next month to the rest 

of their lifetime (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Schmitt et al., 2001; 2003; Simpson & 

Gangestad, 1991). Men also report having sexual fantasies about a greater number of 

sexual partners than do women (Ellis & Symons, 1990). Additionally men can solve the 

problem of acquiring multiple sexual partners by relaxing their standards—lower 

standards increase the chances they will find a partner (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Kenrick 

and colleagues (1990) asked men to report their minimum acceptable threshold for a 

sexual partner, a date, and a marriage partner. Men reported lower standards for sexual 

partners than for dates or marriage partners (Kenrick et al., 1990). Men also report lower 

standards for sexual partners or one-night stands than do women (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; 

Greitemeyer, 2005; Kenrick, Groth, Trost, & Sadalla, 1993; Kenrick et al., 1990; Li & 

Kenrick, 2006; Regan, 1998a, b; Schieb, 2001: Schützwohl, Fuchs, McKibbin & 

Shackelford, 2009). Along with lowering their standards for a sexual partner, men can 
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increase the numbers of partners they have by decreasing the amount of time they wait to 

engage in sexual intercourse with a new partner (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). When asked 

how long they would have to know someone before having sex, men were more willing 

to have sex after less time elapsed than were women (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Schmitt, 

Shackelford, Duntley, Tooke, & Buss, 2001; Schmitt et al., 2003). Sexual attraction to a 

partner more quickly develops in men than in women (Clark & Hatfield, 1989; Clark, 

Shaver, & Abrahams, 1999; Rubin, Peplau, & Hill, 1981) and men frequently 

misperceive friendly interest from women as sexual interest (Abbey, 1982; Haselton, 

2003; Haselton & Buss; 2000; Perilloux, Easton, & Buss, 2012). 

Not only did ancestral men have to solve the problem of partner number, but they 

also needed to determine which women were available to mate with and which of those 

women were fertile. Those men who spent time trying to mate with women who were not 

sexually accessible would produce less offspring than men who selected mates who were 

sexually accessible. Similarly, men trying to mate with women who were unable to 

conceive, such as those already pregnant, lactating, prepubescent or menopausal would 

have left fewer offspring than men who selected fertile partners (Symons, 1979). This 

suggests men have evolved mate preference mechanisms that have two primary 

functions: select women who are available and select women displaying cues to fertility 

(Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Singh, 1993; see Buss, 2003 for review). Men value promiscuity 

and devalue prudishness and sexual inexperience in potential short-term partners, 

suggesting a preference for sexually accessible women (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Oliver & 

Sedikides, 1992; Schmitt, Couden, & Baker, 2001). Additionally men generally prefer 
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women who are younger than they are and the age gap between partners tends to increase 

with men’s age (Buss, 1989; Buunk, Dijkstra, Kenrick, & Warntjes, 2001; Greenlees & 

McGrew, 1994; Kenrick & Keefe, 1992). Youth in women is an indication of future 

reproductive potential. Younger women are more likely to be able to conceive and they 

are also more likely to have multiple births than are older women (Buss 2003; Symons, 

1979).  

Men’s psychological mechanisms recurrently used estrogen-dependent 

physiological cues to successfully estimate the age and hence reproductive value of 

prospective partners. Age-related cues include feminine facial and vocal qualities, smooth 

and clear skin, thick full hair, firm and symmetrical breasts, and small waists relative to 

the size of hips (Feinberg et al., 2005; Fink, Grammar, & Thornhill, 2001; Marlowe, 

1998; Singh, 1993; 1995; 2002; Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008; Thornhill & Grammar, 

1999). Women possessing these traits are perceived to be physically attractive, are highly 

desired as potential mates by men, and have high levels of estrogen and progesterone 

which both increase conception likelihood (Jasienska, Ziomkiewicz, Ellison, Lipson, & 

Thune, 2004; Singh, 2002; see Sugiyama, 2005 for review). 

To be successful at mating with a large number of partners, men also need to 

avoid getting entangled in a committed relationship and having to provide investment 

(Buss, 2003; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Symons, 1979). Mating with a woman who required 

a large amount of investment or time from a man would decrease his opportunities to 

mate with other women. One way men can solve this problem is to prefer women who 

will not require a relationship or investment. Men perceive a commitment with a short-
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term partner as undesirable in comparison to a commitment with a long-term partner 

(Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Another way men can solve the problem of avoiding 

commitment is to experience a negative affective shift after sexual intercourse (Haselton 

& Buss, 2001). Men rate first sexual encounters as better than later ones, lose interest in 

partners after a few months, and decrease their perceptions of a partner’s physical 

attractiveness after having sexual intercourse with her, and this perception continues to 

decrease with time (Haselton & Buss, 2001). Ancestrally those men who experienced a 

negative affective shift after sexual intercourse could more quickly detach from a 

potential long-term relationship than men who did not experience such a shift, providing 

those men with more time to acquire multiple mates.  

 Although these findings suggest ancestrally men could best increase their 

reproductive success by employing a short-term mating strategy, attempting to solely 

pursue short-term mating would have been a high risk strategy for men. Given that highly 

desirable women can successfully demand large investment (Buss & Shackelford, 2008), 

and that women in general prefer long-term relationships (see Buss, 2003 for review), 

men who attempted to only engage in short-term mating risked being shut out of the 

mating game entirely (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Buss, 2003; Schmitt, 2005). It is more 

likely ancestral men pursued some combination of serial long-term relationships with 

occasional opportunistic short-term mating or extra-pair copulations, especially those 

men high enough in status or with enough resources to cross the polygyny threshold 

(Andersson, 1994; Daly & Wilson, 1983; Gangestad, 1993; Marlowe, 2000; Schmitt, 

2005). This has changed drastically in the modern first-world environment—the 
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anonymity of modern society makes it easier for men to deceive women into brief casual 

sexual liaisons at low costs to the men (Carroll et al., 1985; Garcia & Reiber, 2008; 

Goetz, Easton, Lewis, & Buss, 2012; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul, McManus, & Hayes, 

2000; Reiber & Garcia, 2010; Uecker & Regnerus, 2010). This is because the modern 

environment parasitizes men’s evolved mating mechanisms, which gives the impression 

adopting a short-term mating strategy is universally the most beneficial mating strategy 

for men (see Jonason, Li, & Cason, 2009 as an example of this fallacy, cf. Schmitt, 

Shackelford, & Buss, 2001). However, men are not equally successful at short-term 

mating. Men possessing characteristics deemed highly valuable to women seeking short-

term mates (see below) are considerably more successful than men who do not possess 

those characteristics (Jackson & Kirkpatrick, 2007; Landolt, Lalumière, & Quinsey, 

1995; Li & Kenrick, 2006).  

Men’s evolved mating mechanisms may opt not to enact a short-term mating 

strategy if doing so will not be very beneficial or will be particularly costly. This suggests 

men’s evolved mating mechanisms may be differentially calibrated as a function of the 

likelihood of successfully obtaining short-term mates. Although in general, the benefits 

men may obtain from short-term mating are well understood (see Buss, 2003 for review), 

a thorough examination of the potential costs is lacking in the literature. Researchers also 

have yet to examine how adaptive individual differences (those individual differences 

that are instrumental in successfully solving adaptive problems; Hawley & Buss, 2011) 

influence perceptions of the magnitude of the benefits and costs of short-term mating and 

therefore influence likelihood of engaging in short-term mating. The present set of 
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studies will be the first to identify the costs of short-term mating to men and will be the 

first to examine perceptual shifts in the costs and benefits as a result of individual 

differences in men’s evolved mating mechanisms. These factors will also be examined in 

women, despite differences in the adaptive problems solved by men’s and women’s 

evolved mating psychologies. 

SHORT-TERM MATING IN WOMEN 

 

 Women have a greater minimum obligatory parental investment than men, 

making them more selective in their mating decisions (Trivers, 1972). In traditional 

societies, which best mimic those of our ancestors, women spend much of their adult life 

either pregnant or lactating, and therefore are limited in the number of offspring they can 

produce (cf. Sugiyama, 2005). Ancestrally, the most effective way for women to increase 

their reproductive success was to heavily invest in each offspring produced to insure 

offspring lived until reproductive age. Paternal investment would have increased the 

likelihood of offspring survival and future success on the mating market (Geary, 2007; 

Hewlett, 1988; Hill & Hurtado, 1996; Hrdy, 2007). 

Although pregnancy and lactation require large amounts of investment and 

resources, parental investment can have diminishing returns (Cashdan, 1993; Low, 1990). 

Therefore if women can obtain their own resources, they do not necessarily stand to 

benefit from obtaining more resources from a potential mate. Ancestrally women may 

have obtained their own resources through their family and could therefore afford to 

trade-off requiring investment from potential partners for other non-investment qualities 
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(Gangestad, 1993). In these cases, women would actually benefit by shifting towards a 

more short-term mating strategy (Gangestad & Simpson, 2000) because high-quality but 

low investing men often choose to focus more effort on short-term mateships rather than 

long-term mateships (Apicella & Marlowe, 2007; Buss, 2003; Marlowe, 1999; in birds: 

Møller & Thornhill, 1998; Rhodes, Simmons, & Peters, 2005; Schmitt, 2005; Thornhill 

& Gangestad, 2008). Ancestrally women could have also obtained resources by having a 

long-term committed partner. When this occurred, women may have chosen to risk the 

certain investment from their long-term partner by engaging in extra-pair copulations 

with high-quality men (Buss, 2003; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Greiling & Buss, 2000; 

Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). What this suggests is women may have evolved 

adaptations for employing either a short-term mating strategy or a dual mating strategy, 

but these adaptations evolved to solve different mating-related adaptive problems than 

men’s (Buss, 2003; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Greiling & 

Buss, 2000; Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001; Schmitt, 2005; Thornhill & Gangestad, 

2008).  

Unlike for men, there is no increase to a woman’s reproductive success by having 

sexual intercourse with multiple partners. Instead, women can increase their reproductive 

success, in principle, by having sexual intercourse with men possessing “good genes” 

(e.g., Gangestad & Simpson, 2000; Greiling & Buss, 2000; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; 

Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008; Trivers, 1972). Good genes are currently thought to be 

those indicative of good health and increased chances of survivability (see Andersson, 

1994 for review). Mating with a man possessing good genes therefore increases chances 
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for offspring survival. Additionally, because women who employ a short-term mating 

strategy tend to prefer men who advertise their good genes, mating with a man who 

possesses good genes should increase the chances a woman’s male offspring will be able 

to find a mate and produce offspring, thereby increasing her reproductive success (“sexy 

sons” hypothesis; Buss, 2003; Fisher, 1930; Kokko, Brooks, McNamara, & Houston, 

2002; Smith, 1984; Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008).  

If women recurrently engaged in short-term mating to obtain partners with “good 

genes,” then their psychological mechanisms should have evolved to solve the adaptive 

problem of detecting genetic quality of potential partners (Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). 

Ancestral women who selected partners with good genetic quality would have been more 

likely to produce offspring with increased survival odds than women who selected 

partners with decreased genetic quality.  

Women obviously cannot detect underlying genetic quality in a potential mate, 

but instead can use indirect phenotypic markers of good genes. One such set of 

phenotypic markers are those indicating masculinity (Frederick & Haselton, 2007; 

Penton-Voak et al., 1999; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1993; 1999). Masculinity is positively 

correlated with body symmetry, and a high degree of body symmetry indicates low 

amounts of developmental instability. Developmental instability is a measure of ability to 

overcome exposure to prenatal pathogens and mutations, therefore men with low levels 

of developmental instability can be considered to have higher fitness and better genes 

than men with greater amounts of developmental instability (Gangestad & Simpson, 

2000; Gangestad & Thornhill, 1997; Gangestad, Thornhill, & Yeo, 1994; Thornhill & 
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Gangestad, 1999; 2008). Women interested in short-term mating rate masculine men as 

more attractive than feminine men (Gangestad, 1993; Johnston, Hagel, Franklin, Fink, & 

Grammer, 2001; Penton-Voak et al., 2003; Penton-Voak et al., 1999) and prefer to short-

term mate with men considered attractive (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Greiling & Buss, 2000; 

Kenrick et al., 1993; Li & Kenrick, 2006; Rhodes et al., 2005; Simpson & Gangestad, 

1992; Wiederman & Dubois, 1998; Wilbur & Campbell, 2010). These findings suggest 

women have evolved psychological mechanisms functioning to select short-term partners 

with high genetic quality. 

Women may not engage in short-term mating solely to obtain good genes for their 

offspring. Instead, given the great importance of long-term relationships to women, they 

may engage in short-term mating to assess a man as a potential long-term partner (Buss 

& Schmitt, 1993; Buss, 2003; Greiling & Buss, 2000; Shackelford, Goetz, LaMunyon, 

Quintus, & Weekes-Shackelford, 2004). Choosing a poor long-term partner would have 

been extremely costly to ancestral women, especially in exogamous societies which 

would have left women without physically close familial support (Buss, 2003; Buss & 

Schmitt, 1993). Those women who used short-term mating to assess potential partners for 

long-term relationships, and were able to correctly determine which ones would make a 

good long-term partner, would have had greater reproductive success than those women 

who could not make such determinations (Buss, 2003; Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Women 

should, therefore, have evolved psychological mechanisms to solve the adaptive problem 

of partner assessment.  
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Women can solve the problem of partner assessment by selecting short-term 

partners with similar characteristics to highly preferred long-term partners (Buss & 

Schmitt, 1993). When considering potential short-term partners, women consider a man’s 

financial resources and generosity important (Wiederman & Dubois, 1998)—two traits 

women seeking long-term partners also consider important (Buss, 1989; Buss & Barnes, 

1986; Buss, Shackelford, Kirkpatrick, & Larsen, 2001; Kenrick et al., 1993; Kenrick et 

al., 1990; Li, Bailey, Kenrick, & Linsenmeier, 2002; Scheib, 2001). In general, women’s 

preferences for potential short-term partners are as stringent as their preferences for a 

long-term mate, suggesting they may use short-term mating as an assessment tool (Li & 

Kenrick, 2006; Kenrick et al., 1993; Kenrick et al., 1990; Regan, 1998a, b; Shackelford et 

al., 2004; Sprecher & Regan, 2002; Surbey & Conohan, 2000). The assessment problem 

can also be solved by specifically decreasing preferences for traits in short-term partners 

that are detrimental to quality if present in a long-term partner. For example, women 

should not want a promiscuous long-term partner due to the risk of costly investment 

loss, and if using short-term mating as an assessment tool, should also express a 

decreased interested in promiscuous men as short-term partners (Buss, 2003; Buss & 

Schmitt, 1993; Schmitt, Shackelford & Buss., 2001). Women seeking a short-term 

partner rate promiscuity as undesirable in their potential mates (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; 

Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001; Wiederman & Dubois, 1998). Additionally if 

women use short-term mating as an assessment strategy for a long-term relationship, they 

should experience an affective shift after having sexual intercourse with men who would 

be good long-term partners to promote the formation of a long-term pair bond (Haselton 
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& Buss, 2001). These findings suggest women do engage in short-term mating to assess 

men as potential long-term partners. 

Women may also engage in short-term mating to acquire immediate resources 

instead of the promise of future resource investment they seek in long-term partners. 

Ancestral women may have needed immediate resources such as scarce game meat to 

help provision offspring, and could have acquired such highly valued resources by 

exchanging them for sex (Buss, 2003). For example, better hunters in the Aché (a 

traditional hunter-gatherer society) have more mistresses and those mistresses report 

having more illegitimate children by the more skilled hunters (Hill & Hurtado, 1996; Hill 

& Kaplan, 1988). If acquiring resources sooner rather than later helped women survive or 

produce more viable offspring, then women should have evolved psychological 

mechanisms for preferring as short-term partners men who are willing to provide 

immediate resources (Buss, 2003; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Symons, 1979). Buss and 

Schmitt (1993) asked women to rate four behaviors related to early resource 

provisioning: “spends a lot of money on me early on”, “gives me gifts early on”, “has an 

extravagant lifestyle”, and “stingy early on”. Women valued the first three behaviors for 

potential short-term partners more than for long-term partners, but devalued the last 

behavior for potential short-term partners (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Other research has 

corroborated these findings—when seeking a short-term partner women place a premium 

on immediate resource investment (Bereczkei et al., 1997; Fletcher, Tither, O’Loughlin, 

Friesen, & Overall, 2004; Kenrick et al., 1990; 1993; Regan, 1998 a; b; Townsend & 

Levy, 1990a; b). The strong demonstrated preference women seeking short-term partners 
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have for immediate investment suggests women do use short-term mating as an 

opportunity to obtain immediate material benefits for themselves or any current offspring. 

 Although long-term mating is a more beneficial strategy to women’s reproductive 

success than short-term mating, evidence suggests women do at times engage in short-

term mating. Statistically speaking, every time a man has sex with a new partner, a 

woman is also having sex with a new partner. This suggests the average number of sex 

partners for men and women should be identical, assuming an equal sex ratio in the 

mating pool (Buss, 2003; Greiling & Buss, 2000). Similarly, men’s strong desire for 

sexual variety could not have evolved if ancestral men never obtained access to multiple 

sexual partners (Schmitt, Shackelford, & Buss, 2001; Schmitt, Shackelford, Duntley et 

al., 2001; Schmitt et al., 2003; Smith, 1984), suggesting that at least some ancestral 

women were willing to engage in brief sexual encounters with multiple men. In recent 

studies on hook-up behavior, between 50 and 75% of college women report engaging in 

at least one casual sexual encounter within the last year, and these numbers closely 

parallel college men’s reports of their own casual sex behavior (Garcia & Reiber, 2008; 

Grello, Walsh, & Harper, 2006; Paul & Hayes, 2002; Paul et al., 2000; Reiber & Garcia, 

2010; Uecker & Regnerus, 2010).  

 Additional support for women having an evolved short-term mating psychology 

comes from men’s physiology. As a function of the risk of sperm competition, species’ 

testes size is correlated with the species’ specific mating strategies. Sperm competition 

occurs when the sperm of two or more males occupy a female’s reproductive tract 

simultaneously (Baker & Bellis, 1993 a & b; Parker, 1970; Smith, 1984). More 
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monogamous primate species face less risk of sperm competition and therefore have 

smaller testes relative to body size than do polygamous primate species. For example, 

male gorillas have sole reproductive access to a harem of female gorillas and their testes 

size is less than 0.1% of their total body weight, whereas male chimpanzees compete for 

access to fertile females and their testes are about 0.3% of their weight. Human male 

testes size falls in the middle of these two species, suggesting humans are not entirely 

monogamous such as the gorillas, or entirely promiscuous such as the chimpanzees (see 

Pound, Shackelford, & Goetz, 2006; Shackelford, Pound, & Goetz, 2005; Shackelford, 

Pound, Goetz, & LaMunyon, 2005 for review). If human females did not engage in short-

term mating, there would have been no selection pressure on males’ physiology to cope 

with the threat of sperm competition, and human testes would be proportionally similar to 

the testes of gorillas. However because human testes are not proportionally similar to 

gorilla testes, it is safe to conclude across evolutionary history, human males did have to 

solve the adaptive problem of sperm competition, providing evidence for females 

occasionally employing some form of a short-term mating strategy. 

 Women’s Extra-Pair Copulations 

 

Many of the above hypothesized motivations for why women may engage in 

short-term mating originated from research on women’s extra-pair copulation behavior, 

with the implicit assumption that, in women, short-term mating is not qualitatively 

different from extra-pair copulations. This may be because in hunter-gatherer populations 

women are a valuable commodity and are often assumed to spend most, if not all, of their 
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adult lives mated. Women are often betrothed early in their lives when their families can 

make highly advantageous matches due to their daughter’s youth and virginity (Symons, 

1979). One key benefit to women of being mated would have been protection by one’s 

partner against sexual exploitability at the hands of other men. Women, in fact, strongly 

prefer men who are able to offer such protection (see Buss, 2003 for review). Unmated 

women would have lacked such protection, even more so if they lacked proximal male 

family members who could offer some protection in lieu of a partner. The high risks 

associated with sexual exploitability along with the other benefits ancestral women would 

have obtained from long-term mating suggest unmated women would have been rare in 

ancestral populations. 

Given these facts, early researchers hypothesized women’s short-term mating 

consisted solely of liaisons outside of regular long-term relationships (e.g., Symons, 

1979). Hypothesized qualities women should desire in a short-term mate were derived 

from what women seeking extra-pair copulations should want from partners outside their 

regular relationship, such as good genes for better quality offspring (see Thornhill & 

Gangestad, 2008 for review) and immediate resources to help offspring survivability 

(Buss, 2003; Symons, 1979). Additionally, the potential benefits women may obtain from 

short-term mating have been derived almost exclusively from the benefits women obtain 

from extra-pair copulations (see Greiling & Buss, 2000 for review).  

 However, there would have been recurrent contexts in which women would have 

found themselves without a long-term committed mate. These contexts would have 

included: a) if there was a sex ratio bias such that females outnumbered males, 
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particularly if there were many high quality females available; b) if the woman or her 

family set high standards or overestimated her mate value, thus eliminating many 

potential mates; c) if a woman had been mated but her long-term mate died or abandoned 

her; d) if the woman had exceptionally low mate value such that no man was willing to 

commit to her; e) if a girl was young and not yet betrothed. Some women may have 

solved the adaptive problem of being mateless by choosing to engage in short-term 

mating. If engaging in short-term mating did not hamper reproductive success and 

occurred recurrently over evolutionary history, it is expected women should have evolved 

short-term mating psychological mechanisms with design features different from evolved 

extra-pair copulation psychological mechanisms (see also Schmitt, 2005).  

For example, women who have never had a long-term mate may engage in short-

term mating to assess their own skills at acquiring a long-term mate or to more accurately 

assess their own mate value (Ben Hamida, Mineka, & Bailey, 1998; Buss, 2003; Miller, 

2000; 2008). It would be perplexing if women engaged in extra-pair copulations for these 

same reasons because they already have a long-term mate and should not need to hone 

their mate acquisition skills. Furthermore, women without a mate would not necessarily 

need to extract immediate resources from a potential short-term mate especially if they 

have proximal familial support, however this is a primary reason women engage in extra-

pair copulations (e.g., Buss, 2003; Greiling & Buss, 2000; Symons, 1979). Therefore why 

unmated women engage in short-term mating may qualitatively differ from why mated 

women engage in extra-pair copulations. Furthermore unmated women may experience 
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different costs as result of short-term mating than do mated women who engage in extra-

pair copulations but this has not been explored in previous research. 

 Benefits and Costs 

 

No previous research has directly examined the benefits and costs of short-term 

mating in women, although Greiling and Buss (2000) studied the potential benefits to 

women of engaging in extra-pair copulations (see their Table 1). To do this, the authors 

compiled potential benefits from previous literature on women’s short-term mating with 

the assumption all of the potential benefits applied strictly to women’s extra-pair 

copulations. Included in their list was honing mate acquisition skills which received only 

moderate support across their four studies (Greiling & Buss, 2000). This may be because, 

as discussed above, this benefit is actually more beneficial to unmated women than mated 

women, but this warrants further examination across short-term mating contexts. The 

present set of studies will attempt to address this limitation by examining benefits of 

short-term mating to women across varying ages, with varying previous and current 

relationship experiences.  

Potential costs to women of short-term mating have been hypothesized to be: 1) a 

reputation as promiscuous, 2) an increased risk of sexual predation, and 3) a pregnancy 

and subsequent childbirth lacking paternal investment, but these have not been 

empirically tested (Buss; 2003; Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Greiling & Buss, 2000; Symons, 

1979). Campbell (2008) attempted to identify if women have short-term mating 

adaptations by measuring feelings of sexual regret after one-night stands. Women 
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reported experiencing greater sexual regret after one-night stands than did men. This led 

Campbell to suggest short-term mating is more costly for women than for men, and that 

women may not be “as well adapted” for short-term mating as men (Campbell, 2008, p. 

171). Although Campbell made conclusions regarding the cost/benefit ratio of short-term 

mating in men and women, there was no direct examination of the costs and benefits. 

Additionally Campbell (2008) generalized post-hoc feelings regarding one-night stands 

to all contexts of short-term mating in women. This is as problematic as generalizing 

extra-pair copulatory behavior to all short-term mating behavior and, perhaps more so, as 

the likelihood of one-night stands in ancestral human populations would probabilistically 

have been very small. Direct examination of the potential costs is warranted because the 

actual costliness of previously hypothesized costs is currently unknown. It is also 

unknown if adaptive individual differences influence perceptions of the costs associated 

with short-term mating. The current set of studies will attempt to resolve this by 

identifying potential costs of short-term mating and how perceptions of costliness shift as 

a function of adaptive individual differences. 

CURRENT STUDIES 

 

The current set of studies has two main goals: 1) to identify benefits and costs of 

short-term mating to men and women and to rank them based on how beneficial or costly 

they are, and 2) to identify how sex-specific adaptive individual differences previously 

known to affect mating success shift perceptions of the magnitude of potential benefits 

and costs and perceived likelihood of receiving the potential benefits and costs. Short-
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term mating mechanisms should be activated only under conditions in which the benefits 

were recurrently greater and the costs were recurrently lower than those of other potential 

mating strategies. These conditions are hypothesized to be sex-specific as a function of 

the different mating-related adaptive problems men and women must solve (Buss, 2003). 

It is further expected natural selection shaped men’s and women’s short-term mating 

mechanisms to be sensitive to those individual differences recurrently associated with 

success or failure at short-term mating. Because what determines success at short-term 

mating differs for men and women, the individual differences recurrently associated with 

success and failure should also be sex-specific.  

 To identify and rank potential benefits and costs an act nomination procedure was 

used (Buss & Craik, 1983). Participants listed up to ten potential benefits and up to ten 

potential costs men and women may experience as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating. A second group of participants rated the benefits and costs for how beneficial and 

how costly they are. A second study examined how sex-specific adaptive individual 

differences shift perceptions of the magnitude of benefits and costs. Participants 

completed several questionnaires designed to measure relevant demographics and family 

history, personality, and previous and current mating experiences. Participants also 

provided their perceptions of how beneficial each of the benefits is, their perceptions of 

the costliness of each cost, and the perceived likelihood of someone receiving each 

benefit and cost. 
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Chapter 2: Pilot Study 

 The purpose of the pilot study was to identify what benefits and costs men and 

women may experience when engaging in short-term mating. Greiling and Buss (2000) 

used potential benefits suggested by previous researchers (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 1993; 

Smith, 1984; Symons, 1979) as a starting point for their study. Because previous 

literature has focused on the specific context of women’s extra-pair copulations instead of 

more general short-term mating and has only assumed the potential costs women may 

experience, and because the literature has also largely overlooked potential costs men 

may experience as a result of short-term mating, this was not an optimal strategy for the 

present set of studies. Instead, I used an act nomination procedure (Buss & Craik, 1983), 

which allows one group of participants to nominate potential benefits and costs and 

another group to confirm or reject the nominations of the first group. Act nominations 

tend to be inclusive—participants often nominate many items researchers may have 

neglected, which is necessary in studies such as the current set. The act nomination 

procedure is commonly used by researchers exploring many different areas of human 

behavior such as: cues to infidelity (Shackelford & Buss, 1997), reasons women may 

have sex (Meston & Buss, 2007), costs and coping mechanisms of romantic break-ups 

(Perilloux & Buss, 2008), and mate retention tactics (Buss, 1988).  

METHOD 

NOMINATION PORTION 

 Participants 
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 Participants were recruited from two sources: the subject pool at the University of 

Texas at Austin and from the community using Craigslist.com. Participants recruited 

from the subject pool received partial course credit for their participation. Participants 

recruited from Craigslist.com received no compensation. There were a total of 114 

participants, of which 38 were men and 72 were women (Four did not report their sex). 

Ages ranged from 18 to 63 (M = 28.96, SD = 11.05). Data from participants who 

reported a bisexual or homosexual orientation (n = 14) were excluded. A total of 61 

participants reported currently being in a committed relationship. No other demographic 

information was collected from participants in this portion of the study. 

 Materials 

 

 Participants received the following definition of short-term mating: “Short-term 

mating can be defined as a casual or brief sexual relationship. The emphasis is on casual 

sexual relationships that involve minimal commitment.” They then completed the 

“Benefits and Costs Act Nomination” (see Appendix A) which instructed them to list up 

to ten benefits and up to ten costs women and men may receive from engaging in short-

term mating. They also were asked to provide their age, sex, current relationship status 

and sexual orientation. 

 Procedure 

 

 Regardless of where they were recruited, all participants completed the act 

nomination online. Participants received a link to the website upon signing up to 

participate. After consenting to participate, the study website directed participants to the 
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first page of the act nomination (see Appendix A). Upon completion, participants from 

Craigslist.com were debriefed and thanked for their participation. Participants from the 

subject pool were given instructions to receive their course credit before being debriefed 

and thanked. 

VERIFICATION PORTION 

 Participants 

 

 Participants were recruited from the same two sources as the first part of the 

study, but no participants from the first portion completed the verification portion. Those 

recruited from the subject pool at the University of Texas at Austin received partial 

course credit for their participation, whereas participants from the community received no 

compensation. One hundred and seventy-eight participants (56 males and 84 females; 38 

did not report their sex) completed the verification portion of the act nomination. Ages 

ranged from 18 to 59 (M = 29.05, SD = 9.19). Data from participants who reported a 

bisexual or homosexual orientation (n = 17) were excluded. A total of 86 participants 

reported currently being in a committed relationship. No other demographic information 

was collected from participants in this portion of the study. 

 Materials 

 

 Items provided by participants in the nomination portion were compiled and 

ranked by frequency of their nomination (see Results below). Those similar in nature 

were collapsed into one category of benefit or cost (e.g., Benefits: No commitment, 
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Physical Pleasure; Costs: Health, Lost Time). Benefits and costs that received very few 

nominations or were considered anomalous by the researcher were excluded from this 

portion of the pilot study (see Table 1 and Table 2 for list of benefits and costs included). 

 Participants received the same definition of short-term mating from the 

nomination portion. Participants were instructed to reflect on the definition before 

proceeding to the actual questionnaire. For each nominated benefit and cost, participants 

indicated how likely it is someone engaging in short-term mating would receive that 

specific benefit or cost using a 1 to 7 Likert scale (1 = not at all likely, 7 = extremely 

likely). Participants completed this twice; once for the potential benefits and costs women 

may experience, and once for the potential benefits and costs men may experience (see 

Appendix B for questionnaire). In between each portion, participants were reminded of 

the definition and asked again to reflect on its meaning before proceeding. After 

completing their ratings, participants provided their age, sex, sexual orientation and 

current relationship status. 

 Procedure 

 

 Regardless of where recruited, all participants completed this portion online. After 

agreeing to participate, participants received a link to the website for this portion of the 

study. Participants first provided informed consent and then were directed by the website 

to the questionnaire. Upon completion, participants from Craigslist.com were debriefed 

and thanked for their participation. Participants from the subject pool first received 
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instructions on how to receive course credit and then were debriefed and thanked for their 

participation. 

RESULTS 

Nomination Portion 

 

 Participants nominated a total of 903 benefits and 870 costs to women of 

engaging in short-term mating. Each participant nominated an average of 7.11 benefits 

(SD = 3.14) and an average of 6.85 costs (SD = 3.19). For men, participants nominated a 

total of 722 benefits (M = 6.88, SD = 3.09) and 615 costs (M = 5.86, SD = 3.49).  

Nominations were tallied up by the researcher and then compiled into categories. 

The two most commonly nominated benefit categories for both men and women were 

“no commitment” and “physical pleasure.” Items in the no commitment category (e.g., no 

obligations, no emotional attachment, and independence) received a total of 258 

nominations for women and a total of 230 nominations for men. Physical pleasure items 

(e.g., sexual pleasure/orgasm, stress reduction, and exercise) received a total of 152 

nominations for women and a total of 92 for men. For women, the two most commonly 

nominated cost categories were “health” and “status.” Health items, such as receiving a 

sexually transmitted disease and getting pregnant, received a total of 189 nominations. 

Status costs, including earning a bad reputation and a decrease in respect from others, 

received 146 nominations. Men’s costs differed slightly from women’s. The most 

frequently nominated category was also “health” but the second was “forced 

commitment.” Health costs received a total of 83 nominations and forced commitment 
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(e.g., getting the woman pregnant, feeling pressure to settle down by partner) received 67 

nominations. 

 Once in categories, similarly nominated items were combined (see Tables 1 and 2 

for final list of benefits and costs included). This left a total of 43 benefits and 44 costs to 

women and 33 benefits and 37 costs to men. 

Verification Portion 

 

 Means and standard deviations were calculated for each potential benefit and cost 

for men and women and were then rank ordered by mean. Tables 3 and 4 contain the list 

of benefits to women and men respectively. Sexual satisfaction/pleasure was the benefit 

most likely to be received by both women (M = 5.54, SD = 1.31) and men (M = 6.59, SD 

= .65). Costs to women and men are listed in rank order in Tables 5 and 6, respectively. 

Not knowing a potential partner’s history was the cost most likely to be incurred by 

women engaging in short-term mating (M = 5.65, SD = 1.26). Participants rated 

becoming addicted to sex as the cost men were most likely to experience (M = 5.57, SD = 

1.38).  

 Clusters of similar benefits and costs were then created by the researcher using 

findings from previous research. The generated clusters were then discussed, modified, 

and confirmed with members of the researcher’s lab. The compiled clusters were used to 

generate predictions for Study 1, and will be provided to participants in Study 1 for 

ratings in place of giving them the larger list of individual nominated items. Men’s 

benefits grouped into 12 categories: not having to form a commitment, sexual 
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satisfaction, physical health, status enhancement, sexual variety, practice/learning, able to 

assess their own mate value, able to assess their own self-worth, assess women as 

potential long-term mates, increase the number of their offspring, acquire material goods, 

and to get revenge (see Table 3 for list of nominations within each cluster). Costs of 

short-term mating to men grouped into 9 categories: pathogen load/risk of disease, forced 

commitment, losing status, decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate, missed long-

term opportunities, wanting the relationship to be long-term but it ended, diversion of 

time and energy from other potential activities, puts himself in unsafe situations, and risk 

of problems with current long-term relationship (see Table 4 for list of nominations 

within each cluster).  

 Benefits to women clustered into 13 categories: not having to form a 

commitment, sexual satisfaction, improve physical health, enhance her status, improve 

mental health, to get revenge, able to assess their own mate value, to improve her self-

worth, to assess men as potential long-term mates, to hone her skills as a mate, to acquire 

material goods, to get pregnant, and to have offspring with high quality genes (see Table 

5 for list of nominations within each cluster). For costs to women, there are 11 categories: 

pathogen load/risk of disease, losing status, wanting the relationship to be long-term but 

it ended, missed long-term opportunities, decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate, 

getting pregnant, potential for offspring with poor quality genes, risk of a lack of 

investment or resources from the man, risk of being exploited, may experience 

relationship problems, and may become jealous (see Table 6 for list of nominations 

within each cluster).   
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Table 1: List of Nominated Benefits 

Benefit    Nominations  Benefit           Nominations 

 

Women’s Benefits      Men’s Benefits 

No strings/No responsibility  130  No obligations/commitments         109 

Sexual satisfaction     57  Sexual pleasure/Orgasm            64 

Get to have fun and excitement    50  Be with multiple partners            58 

No emotional attachment     48  High status/Increase status            51 

Explore variety/Try out different men   37  No emotional attachment            32 

Practice sexual techniques/    36  Increase self-confidence            31 

 Gain sexual experience    Boredom relief             26 

Expand social circle/Form new connections   35  Don’t have to support women financially  23 

Acquire material goods (drinks, dinner, etc)   33  Gets to have fun             21 

Reduces stress/anger     29  More time for other things            18 

Get to date multiple people    29  Stress release             16 

Independence      28  Companionship             16 

Feels good/Pleasurable     28  Practice sexual performance           15 

Boosts self-esteem     27  Increase self-esteem            14 

Get exercise/Maintain good health    23  Independence             14 

Get to focus on other areas of life    18  No pressure to form relationship           13 

Makes her feel wanted or desired    18  Sexual conquests             12 

Find a long-term mate     18  Experiment/Fulfill curiosity           10 

Boredom relief      16  Make lots of babies/”Spread seed”           10 

Gain status over peers/     15  Gain experience to get more women         10 

 Get something they don’t have   Exercise                9 

Reduce loneliness for awhile    15  Make new friends              9 

Friendship/Companionship    14  Get sexual pleasure lacking in              9 

Gain acceptance from peers    12   relationship 

Increase self-confidence     11  Improve sexual techniques              9 

Find compatible partner     11  Money and material goods              8 

Can do whatever want whenever    11  Gain acceptance from peers             8 

Confirm attractiveness     10  More frequent sex              7 

Get revenge      10  May become meaningful relationship          6 

Pregnancy        8  Prove can get woman              6 

No jealousy        8  Try out women to find long-term mate        6 

Help get over a break-up       8  Gain reputation as desirable mate             5 

Don’t fall in love        8  Act out fantasies               3 

Don’t have to put up with anything      8  Revenge                2 

Live out sexual fantasies       7 

Feeling of closeness with someone      6 

Please a guy        5 

Better understand future long-term mate     4 

Access to larger pool of “good genes”     4 

Cheers a male up        4 

“Trophy”—sleep with hot guy      2 

Pay a guy back for a favor       2 

Still feel sexy        1 

Find better father for kids       1 

Protects her from being forced to have sex     1 
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Table 2: List of Nominated Costs 

Cost    Nominations  Cost           Nominations 

 

Women’s Costs      Men’s Costs 

Sexually transmitted diseases    96  Sexually transmitted disease           79 

Pregnancy      74  The woman gets pregnant            53 

No emotional attachment/fulfillment   57  No stable relationships            27 

Earn a bad reputation/Be called a “slut”   50  Get emotionally attached            27 

Decreased self-esteem     45  Expensive             26 

Mental/Emotional health problems    44  Get a bad reputation/Labeled a player       25 

Become emotionally attached    42  Loneliness             22 

Other people will lose respect for her   39  Partner may get attached            22 

No secure relationships     32  Others lose respect for man           18 

Disappointment when relationship    28   No emotional attachment            18 

 not more than short-term    Develop callous attitude towards women  16 

Man may be dangerous or abusive    27  Creates too casual view of sex           16 

Feel used      26  Awkward if one partner attached           14 

Won’t be as attractive as long-term mate   20   and other not 

May miss good long-term mate    20  Decreased self-esteem            12 

Lose dignity/self-respect     20  May miss good long-term mate           11 

Loneliness      17  Have to pay child support            10 

Friends and family may get hurt    16  Takes time away from rest of life           10 

Lose status among friends     16  May get hurt             10 

May have to be single mother    15  May put himself in unsafe situations           9 

Lose friends      14  Marital problems/Divorce              8 

Indicates she cannot commit    12  May get a women pregnant does not           8 

Bad sexual experience     12   want for long-term partner 

Cheapens sex      11  May date stalker               8 

Lack of a constant companion    10  May face repercussions from              8 

Heartbreak      10   jealous lover 

Expensive because have to pay for dates   10  Kids, family, spouse disappointed             6 

Put herself in unsafe/risky situations     9  Feels guilt               6 

Jealousy         9  Feels used               6 

Won’t know father of baby      9  Sex is addictive               6 

Man may have other lovers/Be married     9  Lose friends/family              5 

Won’t know partner’s history      8  Emotionally draining              5 

Hurts partner because he becomes attached     8  Unhappiness in future relationships             5 

Feel undesired or unwanted      8  Embarrassment if something goes wrong    5 

Develop regret later in life       7  Won’t be able to form long-term                 5 

Risk of date rape        7   relationship  

Physical pain        6  Trouble at work               4 

Decreased happiness in future relationships     6  Lose current partner              3 

Ruin relationship with short-term mate     6  Hard to balance multiple women             3 

Lose job         5  Woman may steal his stuff              2 

Ruin current relationship if caught by partner    4  Could call woman by wrong name             2 

End up with bad guy in long-term       4 

 relationship because of lowered standards 

Get pregnant by wrong guy      3 

Men lose interest after having sex      2 

Face potential repercussions from      2 

 partner’s love 



 31 

Table 3: Benefits Men are Perceived Likely to Receive from Verification Portion 

Category  Benefit      Mean  SD 

 

No Commitment 

   Gets to have fun     6.27    .74 

   No obligations/commitments   6.21  1.19 

   No pressure to create a relationship   5.54  1.44 

   No emotional attachment    5.40  1.37 

   Independence     5.14  1.48 

   Don’t have to support woman financially  5.03  1.54 

   More time for other things    4.40  1.60 

Sexual Satisfaction 

   Sexual pleasure/orgasm    6.59    .65 

   Act out fantasies     5.77  1.19 

   Get sexual pleasure lacking in current r’ship  5.65  1.21 

   Boredom relief     5.33  1.38 

Physical Health 

   Stress release     5.50  1.31 

   Exercise      3.87  1.68 

Status Enhancement 

   High Status/Increase Status   5.60  1.33 

   Gain acceptance from peers   5.03  1.47 

   Make new friends    4.17  1.51 

Sexual Variety 

   More frequent sex    6.20    .85 

   Be with multiple partners    6.06  1.08 

   Sexual conquests     5.75  1.21 

Practice/Learning 

   Practice sexual performance   5.74  1.30 

   Experiment/Fulfill curiosity   5.72  1.08 

   Gain experience to get more women  5.31  1.47 

   Improve sexual techniques    5.24  1.28 

Assess own Mate Value 

   Prove can get a women    5.77  1.36 

   Gain reputation as desirable mate   4.53  2.06 

Assess own Self-Confidence 

   Increase self-confidence    5.95  1.20 

   Increase self-esteem    5.63  1.29 

Long-Term Mate Assessment 

   Companionship     3.88  1.50 

   Try out partners to find long-term mate  3.33  1.71 

   May turn into meaningful relationship  3.07  1.53 

Increase Number of Offspring 

   Make lots of babies/ “spread seed”   3.19  1.85 

Acquire Material Goods 

   Money and material goods    3.18  1.53 

Get revenge 

   Revenge      5.03  1.77 
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Table 4: Costs Men are Perceived Likely to Receive from Verification Portion 

Category  Cost      Mean  SD 

 

Pathogen Load/Risk of Disease 

   Sexually transmitted diseases   5.45  1.32 

Forced Commitment 

   May get women pregnant doesn’t want   5.45  1.29 

    for long-term relationship 

   Have to pay child support   5.40  1.37 

   Partner may get attached   5.40  1.24 

   The woman gets pregnant   5.19  1.29 

Decreased Status 

   Kids, family, spouse disappointed in him 5.37  1.54 

   Lose friends/family    4.17  1.70 

   Get a bad reputation/Labeled a “player”  4.11  1.82 

   Others lose respect for man   3.87  1.67 

   Trouble at work     3.73  1.80 

Decreased Attractiveness as Long-term Mate 

   Creates too casual view of sex   5.45  1.49 

   Develop callous attitude towards women  5.09  1.43 

   No emotional attachment   5.05  1.44 

   No stable relationships    4.96  1.45 

Missed Long-term Opportunities 

   May miss good long-term partner  4.94  1.54 

   Won’t be able to form long-term   4.67  1.90 

    relationship if short-term mate a lot 

Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 

   Loneliness     4.38  1.58 

   May get hurt     4.26  1.51 

   Unhappiness in future relationships  4.20  1.56 

   Get emotionally attached   4.00  1.43 

   Feels guilt     3.80  1.73 

   Emotionally draining    3.73  1.64 

   Decreased self-esteem    3.38  1.50 

   Feels used     3.13  1.31 

Lost Energy and Time 

   Expensive     4.91  1.65 

   Takes time away from rest of life  4.11  1.62 

Puts Himself in Unsafe Situations 

   May face repercussions from jealous lover 5.04  1.37 

   May date stalker    4.21  1.57 

   Woman may steal his stuff   3.87  1.57 

Relationship Problems 

   Marital problems/Divorce   5.28  1.39 

   Lose current partner    5.23  1.74 
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Table 5: Benefits Women are Perceived Likely to Receive from Verification Portion 

Category  Benefit      Mean  SD 

 

No Commitment 

   Can do whatever want whenever   5.14  1.60 

   No strings/No responsibility    4.66  1.84 

   Independence     4.54  1.57 

   Don’t have to put up with anything   4.36  1.72 

   Don’t have to fall in love    4.07  1.70 

   Get to focus on other areas of life   4.04  1.47 

   No emotional attachment    3.81  1.84 

   No jealousy     3.54  1.65 

Sexual Satisfaction 

   Sexual satisfaction     5.54  1.31 

   Live out sexual fantasies    5.33  1.43 

Physical Health 

   Feels good/pleasurable    5.54  1.29 

   Reduces stress/anger    4.19  1.64 

   Get exercise/Maintain good health   3.77  1.67 

Status Enhancement 

   “Trophy”—sleep with hot guy   5.05  1.48 

   Expand social circle/Form new connections  4.43  1.69 

   Gain status over peers    3.67  1.66 

   Gain acceptance from peers    3.30  1.49 

Improve Mental Health 

   Get to have fun and excitement   5.26  1.58 

   Reduce loneliness for awhile    5.00  1.37 

   Helps get over a break-up    4.76  1.66 

   Boredom relief     4.64  1.52 

Get Revenge 

   Get revenge     4.86  1.60 

Assess own Mate Value 

   Makes her feel wanted or desired   5.40  1.49 

   Confirm attractiveness    5.07  1.48 

Improve own Self-Worth 

   Increase self-confidence    4.74  1.57 

   Boosts self-esteem     4.54  1.84 

Assess Men as Potential Long-term Mates 

   Feeling of closeness with someone   4.55  1.86 

   Friendship/Companionship    4.50  1.51 

   Find a long-term mate    4.04  1.76 

   Find compatible partner    3.57  1.71 

   Find better father for kids    2.69  1.54 

Hone Skills as a Mate 

   Explore variety/Try out different men   5.34  1.43 

   Get to date multiple people    4.92  1.63 

   Practice sexual techniques/Gain sexual experience 4.89  1.63 

   Better understand future long-term mate  3.71  1.73 

Acquire Material Goods 

   Acquire material goods (drinks, dinner, etc)  5.01  1.51 

Pregnancy 

   Pregnancy     4.17  1.85 

Potential for Offspring with Better Genes 

   Access to a larger pool of good genes   3.10  1.67 
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Table 6: Costs Women are Perceived Likely to Receive from Verification Portion 

Category  Cost      Mean  SD 

 

Pathogen Load/Risk of Disease 

   Sexually transmitted diseases   5.26  1.24 

Decrease in Status 

   Other people will lose respect for her  5.08  1.37 

   Lose dignity/self-respect    4.73  1.36 

   Lose status among friends    4.22  1.50 

   Friends and family may get hurt   4.00  1.50 

   Lose friends     3.97  1.54 

   Lose job      2.74  1.38 

Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 

   Become emotionally attached   5.25  1.31 

   Disappointment when relationship not more  5.08  1.34 

   Feel used     5.03  1.39 

   Develop regret later in life    4.85  1.50 

   Heartbreak     4.82  1.54 

   No secure relationships    4.78  1.51 

   Loneliness     4.63  1.49 

   No emotional attachment/fulfillment  4.56  1.65 

   Decreased self-esteem    4.55  1.38 

   Feels undesired or unwanted   4.33  1.54 

Missed Long-term Opportunities 

   Lack of a constant companion   5.04  1.38 

   May miss a good long-term mate   4.73  1.51 

Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-term Mate 

   Earn a bad reputation/Be called a “slut”  5.53  1.19 

   Earn reputation as heart-breaker   4.77  1.40 

   Won’t be attractive as a long-term mate  4.52  1.51 

   Indicates she cannot commit   4.35  1.61 

   End up with bad guy in long-term relationship 4.79  1.82 

    because of lowered standards 

Pregnancy 

   Pregnancy     5.11  1.37 

Potential for Offspring with Poor Quality Genes 

   Get pregnant by wrong guy   4.91  1.83 

Lack of Investment/Resources 

   Man may have other lovers/Be married  5.26  1.23 

   May have to be single mother   5.02  1.27 

   Won’t know father of baby   4.70  1.46 

Risk/Exploitation 

   Won’t know partner’s history   5.65  1.26 

   Put herself in unsafe/risky situations  5.16  1.35 

   Risk of date rape     4.76  1.72 

   Face potential repercussions from partner’s lover 4.50  1.52 

   Man may be dangerous or abusive   4.35  1.35 

Relationship Problems 

   Ruin current relationship if caught by partner 5.32  1.68 

Experience Jealousy 

   Jealousy      4.75  1.48 
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Exploratory Analyses 

 Previous research on benefits to mated women of engaging in extra-pair 

copulations (Greiling & Buss, 2000) explored sex differences in perceptions of the 

benefits. As an exploratory extension of their findings, I explored sex differences in 

perceptions of the benefits and costs by comparing within-participant ratings for similar 

benefits and costs for men and women. To compare within-participant ratings, paired 

samples t-tests were conducted on benefits and costs that were identical between men and 

women. Because t-tests were post-hoc, and no predictions were made, they were 

evaluated at a .05 alpha level. Results are presented in Table 7 (benefits) and Table 8 

(costs).  

Table 7: Within-Sex Comparisons of Benefits  

Benefit   Men’s Rating (SD)  Women’s Rating (SD)       t-value  p-value 

No commitment      6.21 (1.13)      4.71 (1.81)         -9.57     .00 

Sexual satisfaction      6.57   (.67)      5.62 (1.29)         -7.86     .00 

Increase status          5.58 (1.27)      3.78 (1.67)       -11.63     .00 

Explore variety      6.00 (1.10)      5.44 (1.39)         -4.16    .    00 

Fulfill curiosity      5.67 (1.07)      5.44 (1.39)         -1.66     .10 

Increase self-confidence     5.92 (1.17)      4.71 (1.62)         -8.02     .00 

Gain sexual experience     5.72 (1.23)      4.96 (1.60)         -4.97     .00 

Companionship      3.82 (1.47)      4.37 (1.59)          3.75     .00 

Acquire material goods     3.07 (1.45)      4.97 (1.56)        11.82     .00 

Expand social circle      4.18 (1.49)      4.35 (1.75)            .96     .34 

Boost self-esteem       5.59 (1.26)      4.49 (1.80)         -6.83     .00 

Find a long-term mate      3.20 (1.44)      3.60 (1.63)          1.51     .14 

No emotional attachment       5.46 (1.29)      3.93 (1.85)         -8.65     .00 

Reduce stress       5.52 (1.24)      4.25 (1.66)         -7.89     .00 

Boredom relief       5.26 (1.38)      4.59 (1.51)         -4.77     .00 

Independence       5.09 (1.47)      4.63 (1.54)        -2.97     .00 

Gain acceptance from peers        4.99 (1.45)      3.34 (1.44)      -10.43     .00 

More time for other things      4.44 (1.53)      4.06 (1.48)        -2.31     .02 

Get exercise       3.79 (1.61)      3.77 (1.67)          -.11     .91 

Lives out sexual fantasies      5.80 (.76)      5.24 (1.30)         -2.11     .05 

Makes her feel wanted      5.72 (1.40)      6.04 (.84)          1.07     .29 

Have fun        6.20 (.76)      5.16 (1.49)         -3.21     .00 

Get revenge       5.04 (1.79)      5.08 (1.68)            .10     .92 

Don’t fall in love       5.84 (.94)      4.08 (1.68)         -4.53     .00 

Find compatible partner      2.88 (1.30)      3.52 (1.66)          2.06     .05 
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Table 8: Within-Sex Comparisons of Costs 

Cost   Men’s Rating (SD) Women’s Ratings (SD)       t-value    p-value 

Sexually transmitted      5.37 (1.35)       5.29 (1.19)             -.86     .39 

 disease 

Pregnancy       5.14 (1.28)       5.07 (1.37)             -.59     .56 

Earn bad reputation      4.06 (1.79)       5.54 (1.15)            8.36     .00 

Decreased self-esteem      3.35 (1.44)       4.63 (1.38)            8.21     .00 

No emotional attachment 5.04 (1.39)       4.70 (1.62)           -1.92     .06 

Become attached      3.99 (1.40)       5.24 (1.36)            7.35     .00 

Partner may be dangerous 4.13 (1.55)      4.41 (1.35)            1.70     .09 

Miss long-term mate       4.94 (1.48)       4.83 (1.44)            -.86     .39 

People lose respect        3.76 (1.59)       5.13 (1.34)            9.32     .00 

 for person 

No secure relationships    4.92 (1.42)       4.80 (1.43)             -.81     .42 

Put self in risky situation  4.26 (1.78)       5.19 (1.32)            5.53     .00 

Means cannot commit       4.72 (1.84)       4.84 (1.41)              .38     .71 

Lose friends        4.12 (1.69)       4.24 (1.72)              .35     .73 

Feel used        3.08 (1.29)       4.84 (1.65)            5.37     .00 

Partner becomes attached 5.27 (1.31)       4.84 (1.41)           -2.75     .01 

Lose status among friends 5.24 (1.59)      4.28 (1.51)           -2.72     .01 

Loneliness         4.34 (1.56)      4.71 (1.42)            2.44     .02 

Cheapens sex         5.46 (1.43)      5.26 (1.51)           -1.32     .19 

Expensive         4.82 (1.67)      3.39 (1.64)           -7.53     .00 

Lose job         3.40 (1.68)      2.76 (1.39)           -1.69     .10 

Decrease happiness in        4.24 (1.51)      4.32 (1.80)              .35     .73 

 future relationships 

Ruin current relationship   5.28 (1.70)      5.24 (1.74)            -.17     .87 

Get in relationship with     5.60 (1.26)      4.84 (1.82)          -2.35     .03 

 poor partner 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of the pilot study was to identify and rank the benefits and costs men 

and women may experience as a result of engaging in short-term mating. Participants in 

the first portion of the study provided up to ten benefits and up to ten costs both men and 

women could receive from short-term mating. These benefits and costs were compiled 

and ranked by frequency. In the second portion of the study, a new group of participants 
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provided ratings of how likely it would be for men and women to receive each of the 

nominated benefits and costs. These ratings were used to sort nominations into clusters 

based on previous research for use in the follow-up study. But these ratings also provide 

insight into those benefits and costs men and women find particularly likely after 

engaging in short-term mating, and those they find much less likely to be received. 

 These findings support and extend previous research on the benefits and costs of 

short-term mating. Previous research examined benefits women may receive when 

engaging in extra-pair copulations (Greiling & Buss, 2000). Some of the benefits 

nominated in this study were also nominated by participants in their study; for example, 

sexual satisfaction, not having to form a commitment, finding a potential long-term mate, 

honing mating skills, and receiving material goods (see Greiling & Buss, 2000 Table 2 

for complete list of their nominated benefits). The overlap lends some support to 

women’s evolved extra-pair copulation psychology not being distinct from women’s 

evolved short-term mating psychology (e.g., Symons, 1979). 

 The current study was the first to examine the costs women may incur, and the 

first to experimentally examine the benefits and costs men may experience when 

engaging in short-term mating. Findings support the hypothesized benefits and costs in 

previous research (see Buss, 2003; Symons, 1979 for review). Women in the present 

study perceived receiving a disease, pregnancy and costs associated with wanting a long-

term relationship as especially likely to be received, and these are the costs most 

frequently hypothesized to be the ones faced by women who engage in short-term 

mating. What remains to be examined is how costly women perceive these costs to be. 
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 The reproductive benefit men gain from engaging in short-term mating is clear 

(Trivers, 1972), and this was supported in the present study by men perceiving not having 

to form a commitment, increased sexual frequency, and sexual satisfaction as highly 

likely to be received. It would be surprising if men would have insight to know they 

should be engaging in short-term mating to increase their reproductive success (e.g., 

Confer et al., 2010), but the highly likely benefits suggest men are engaging in short-term 

mating to form low-commitment sexual relationships, thereby providing them with 

opportunities to increase their reproductive success. Previous researchers have 

hypothesized men should avoid commitment with low quality romantic partners, and in 

the current study this was the cost perceived as most likely to be experienced by men. 

Surprisingly, participants also perceived costs associated with wanting a long-term 

relationship as likely to be received by men, but this warrants replication. Additionally, it 

is important to determine men’s perceptions of the magnitude of such costs, which will 

provide verification if men perceive these costs as highly costly or actually low costs to 

short-term mating.  
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Chapter 3: Study 1 

PERCEPTUAL SHIFTS AS A FUNCTION OF ADAPTIVE INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES 

 

 Short-term mating mechanisms are hypothesized to be sensitive to information 

that was ancestrally recurrently associated with potential success or failure at short-term 

mating. Such information can come from the environment—such as the current sex ratio 

of the population (e.g., Buss, 2003). But evolved psychological mechanisms can also take 

information pertaining to an individual’s current context as input —such as one’s mate 

value relative to other potential mates on the market (e.g., Buss, 2003).  

Individuals possessing characteristics typically indicative of success at short-term 

mating may not only be more successful than other individuals but may perceive the 

outcomes of short-term mating differently than individuals lacking those characteristics. 

Specifically, individuals more likely to be successful at short-term mating may perceive 

the magnitude of the potential benefits as greater, and perceive a higher probability of 

receiving the benefits than individuals with a decreased likelihood of success. Individuals 

less likely to be successful at short-term mating may have short-term mating mechanisms 

calibrated in the opposite direction. They may instead perceive the magnitude of the costs 

as larger and perceive a decreased probability of receiving benefits than individuals more 

likely to be successful at short-term mating. These perceptual differences may function to 

motivate individuals towards first executing those mating strategies with the highest 

probability of success before attempting to execute other mating strategies with decreased 

probabilities of success (matching law; Herrnstein, 1961). Perceptions of the benefits and 

costs are also expected to vary based on the type of potential benefit or cost that may be 
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received (see Tables 2-5 for categories of benefits and costs). The purpose of this study 

was to examine how adaptive individual differences affect perceptions of the magnitude 

of specific categories of benefits and costs of short-term mating and likelihood of 

receiving those benefits and costs. Specifically I examined how individuals’ current mate 

value, social status, life history strategy, relationship status and relationship satisfaction 

affect perceptions of the potential outcomes of short-term mating. These individual 

differences were explored separately for women and men, because although their 

mechanisms may take in similar input, the output is expected to differ as a result of the 

different mating-related adaptive problems faced by women and men. 

ADAPTIVE INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN WOMEN 

Mate Value 

 

 One of the hypothesized reasons why women may employ a short-term mating 

strategy is to obtain a high quality partner in order to produce high quality offspring (e.g., 

Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). Because they are highly sought after, high quality men 

can afford to reject lower quality women more frequently than can men of lower quality. 

Therefore, women’s success at obtaining men of high quality as partners should be 

influenced by their own value as a mate.  

An individual’s mate value indicates current desirability on the mating market 

(Buss, 2003). It is comprised of two components: what members of the opposite sex 

agree is sexually attractive in a partner (e.g., in women, those characteristics indicative of 

health and high reproductive value) and the preferences of each individual of the opposite 
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sex currently seeking a partner (Buss, 2003; Symons, 1987). For example, a woman with 

experience in child-rearing may be of particularly high value to a recently widowed man. 

Mate value, therefore, is inherently linked to the mate characteristics preferred by the 

opposite sex, suggesting mate value can also be considered an indicator of the likelihood 

of obtaining and retaining a mate (Buss, 2003; Fisher, Cox, Bennett, & Gavric, 2008; 

Symons, 1987).  

A woman’s current mate value is determined by her remaining reproductive value 

and physical attractiveness because these traits indicate her ability to produce offspring 

with a higher probability of being healthy (see Sugiyama, 2005 for review of these traits). 

Reproductive value is higher in younger women because younger women have relatively 

more remaining fertility than older women (Symons, 1979). In modern Western cultures, 

women reach peak fertility around age 26. After this point, fertility sharply declines until 

women reach menopause (e.g., Döring, 1969; Dunson, Colombo, & Baird, 2002). 

Therefore modern women younger than 26 can be considered to have greater 

reproductive value compared to women past the peak in fertility (see Easton, Confer, 

Goetz, & Buss, 2010 for further discussion). 

Because men, in general, prefer youthful and physically attractive women (e.g., 

Buss, 1989), women high in these traits generally have an easier time finding a mate and 

are considered to have high mate value (Symons, 1987). Being so highly desired by men 

also allows these women to be extremely choosy in selecting potential mates (Buss, 

2003). High mate value women are more demanding for minimum acceptable 

characteristics in potential mates than are low mate value women (Buss & Shackelford, 
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2008; Kurzban & Weeden, 2005; Pawlowski & Dunbar, 1999; Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & 

Lenton, 2007; Waynforth & Dunbar, 1995). Additionally, women who perceive 

themselves high in physical attractiveness are attracted to masculine men and prefer them 

as long-term mates more than women who rate themselves low in physical attractiveness 

(e.g., Feinberg et al., 2006; Little, Penton-Voak, Burt, & Perrett, 2002). This suggests 

ancestral women who were high in mate value would have been more successful at 

obtaining high quality long-term mates than women who with lower mate value. Because 

high mate value women can retain high mate value men as long-term mates (see 

Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008 for review), whereas low mate value women may be able to 

attract those men only as short-term mates, women’s short-term mating mechanisms 

should be sensitive to their current value on the mating market. Although previous 

research indicates use of a short-term mating strategy does not differ among women as a 

function of their mate value (Landolt et al., 1995; Mikach & Bailey, 1999), the 

perceptions of the potential outcomes and likelihood of receiving those outcomes of 

short-term mating are hypothesized to be dependent upon women’s mate value 

(Hypothesis 1).  

 Benefits 

 

 Status Enhancement 

 

 Increasing status may increase a woman’s ability to obtain a higher quality long-

term mate as it has been suggested that high status women have access to a pool of higher 

quality mates than do low status women (Confer, personal communication). This increase 
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in status would be particularly beneficial to low mate value women because it may 

provide them access to higher quality long-term mates. Therefore if women can increase 

status as a function of engaging in short-term mating, women who currently perceive 

themselves to be low in mate value should perceive the magnitude of status enhancement 

benefits as more beneficial than women with high mate value. 

Prediction 1.1: Low mate value women will perceive the magnitude of status 

 enhancement benefits as larger than will high mate value women. 

Prediction 1.2: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of status enhancement benefits as larger than will women 

 with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 1.3: Women with lower reproductive value (older than age 26) will 

 perceive the magnitude of status enhancement benefits as larger than will women 

 with higher reproductive value (pre-age 26). 

Because of their higher quality, it should be easier for high mate value women to 

obtain status benefits than low mate value women. Therefore, even though low mate 

value women should perceive status enhancement benefits as more beneficial, high mate 

value women should perceive a greater likelihood of receiving those benefits. 

Prediction 1.4: High mate value women will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

status enhancement benefits as greater than will low mate value women. 

Prediction 1.5: Women with higher self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

perceive the likelihood of receiving status enhancement benefits as greater than 

will women with lower self-perceived physical attractiveness. 
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 Prediction 1.6: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving status enhancement benefits as greater than will women with low 

 reproductive value. 

 Assess Mate Value 

Previous researchers have suggested women may use short-term mating to assess 

how successful they will be on the mating market (see Greiling & Buss, 2000). This may 

be particularly beneficial to low mate value women who may accurately perceive they 

will have decreased success on the mating market, but may not be aware of their exact 

value on the mating market. 

Prediction 1.7: Low mate value women will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

associated with assessing mate value as larger than will high mate value women. 

Prediction 1.8: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with assessing mate value as larger 

than will women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

Prediction 1.9: Women with low reproductive value will perceive the magnitude 

of benefits associated with assessing mate value as larger than will women with 

high reproductive value. 

High mate value women may not know their exact value on the mating market, 

but given the large amount of attention they are likely to receive from men (e.g., Back, 

Penke, Schmukle, & Asendorpf, 2011); they should be aware they are higher in mate 

value than other women. It is because of this large amount of attention high mate value 
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women receive that they should perceive a greater likelihood of assessing their mate 

value than low mate value women when engaging in short-term mating. 

Prediction 1.10: High mate value women will perceive the likelihood of 

receiving benefits associated with assessing mate value as greater than will low 

mate value women. 

Prediction 1.11: Women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with assessing mate value 

as greater than will women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 1.12: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving benefits associated with assessing mate value as greater 

 than will women with low reproductive value. 

Improve Self-Worth 

Women may benefit from engaging in short-term mating by increasing their self-

esteem and self-confidence, which may then improve their chances at obtaining higher 

quality mates in later mating attempts. If so, this class of benefits would be particularly 

beneficial to low mate-value women who could then translate the increased positive 

feelings about themselves into obtaining a higher quality long-term mate. 

Prediction 1.13: Low mate value will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

associated with improving self-worth as larger than will high mate value women. 

Prediction 1.14: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with improving self-worth as larger 

than will women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 
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Prediction 1.15: Women with low reproductive value will perceive the 

magnitude of benefits associated with improving self-worth as larger than will 

women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

High mate value women are preferred as mates more than low mate value women 

(e.g., Buss, 1989), and may also be preferred as same-sex friends more than low mate 

value women. This suggests these women may already have high self-esteem and self-

confidence. Therefore, although more men may approach high mate value women and 

select them as potential mates, low mate value women should perceive a greater 

likelihood of increasing their self-esteem and self-confidence as a result of engaging in 

short-term mating. 

Prediction 1.16: Low mate value women will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

benefits associated with improving self-worth as greater than will high mate value 

women. 

Prediction 1.17: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with improving self-worth 

as greater than will women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

Prediction 1.18: Women with low reproductive value with perceive the 

likelihood of receiving benefits associated with improving self-worth as greater 

than will women with high reproductive value. 

Assess Men as Potential Long-term Mates 

One reason women engage in short-term mating is to find a long-term mate (e.g., 

Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Using short-term mating to find a long-term mate may be 
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particularly beneficial to low mate value women. Low mate value women cannot make as 

many demands or withhold sexual intercourse as long as high mate value women (e.g., 

Buss & Shackelford, 2008). Therefore if engaging in a short-term relationship with a man 

increases the likelihood he will be interested in a long-term relationship, women of lower 

mate value should perceive long-term mate assessment as a greater benefit from short-

term mating than women of higher mate value. 

Prediction 1.19: Low mate value women will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as greater than will high mate 

 value women. 

Prediction 1.20: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with long-term mate 

 assessment as greater than will women with high self-perceived physical 

 attractiveness. 

Prediction 1.21: Women with low reproductive value will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as greater than 

 will women with high reproductive value. 

Material Goods 

One subset of demands high mate value women can place upon potential romantic 

partners is immediate investment before they will commit to engaging in sexual 

intercourse (e.g., Buss, 2003). Because of their success at obtaining what they want, high 

mate value women should perceive a greater likelihood of receiving material goods as a 

result of short-term mating than low mate value women. 
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Prediction 1.22: High mate value women will perceive the likelihood of 

 receiving material goods benefits as greater than will low mate value women. 

Prediction 1.23: Women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving material goods benefits as greater than will 

 women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

Prediction 1.24: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the 

likelihood of receiving material goods benefits as greater than will women with 

low reproductive value. 

Potential for Offspring with Better Genes 

One of the hypothesized reasons why women engage in short-term mating is to 

mate with men of high quality to produce high quality offspring (see Thornhill & 

Gangestad, 2008 for review). If a woman cannot obtain a high quality man as a long-term 

partner, engaging in a short-term relationship with him would be particularly beneficial. 

In general, high mate value men benefit more from engaging in short-term mating than 

long-term mating (e.g., Buss, 2003). This suggests all women’s mating mechanisms 

should be calibrated to perceive the potential to produce high quality offspring as 

beneficial. Low mate value women, however, should perceive this class of benefits as 

particularly beneficial due to their lower mate value and decreased ability to obtain a high 

quality mate as a long-term partner. 

Prediction 1.25: Low mate value women will perceive the magnitude of genetic 

benefits as greater than will high mate value women. 
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Prediction 1.26: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

perceive the magnitude of genetic benefits as greater than will women with high 

self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

Prediction 1.27: Women with low reproductive value will perceive the 

magnitude of genetic benefits as greater than will women with high reproductive 

value. 

High quality men can afford to be more selective in their mate choices than low 

mate value men (Perussé, 1994). If high mate value men choose higher mate value 

women as partners more frequently than low mate value women, then high mate value 

women should perceive a greater likelihood of receiving genetic benefits than low mate 

value women. 

Prediction 1.28: High mate value women will perceive the likelihood of 

 receiving genetic benefits as larger than will low mate value women. 

Prediction 1.29: Women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving genetic benefits as larger than will women 

 with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

Prediction 1.30: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving genetic benefits as larger than will women with low 

 reproductive value. 

 Costs 

 

 Pathogen Load/Risk of Disease 
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 The threat of disease and pathogens would have been a serious concern for 

ancestral men and women. As a result, natural selection should have fashioned 

psychological mechanisms designed to detect indicators of disease and to avoid people or 

objects possessing those indicators (Ackerman et al., 2009; Schaller & Park, 2011). In 

modern environments, risk of infection is much lower for most classes of diseases, except 

for the relatively novel class of sexually transmitted diseases (i.e., HIV). Avoiding 

someone with a STD may be an extension of evolved anti-disease mechanisms. 

Therefore, in addition to the potential for decreased reproductive health that comes with 

many STDs for women, there may be an additional cost of decreased value on the mating 

market. Such a cost should be particularly costly for women higher in mate value who 

may lose the opportunity to obtain a high quality partner as a long-term mate. Therefore 

the potential for obtaining an STD should negatively influence high mate value women’s 

willingness to engage in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 1.31: High mate value women will perceive the likelihood of 

 receiving sexually transmitted diseases as higher than will low mate value 

 women. 

 Prediction 1.32: Women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving sexually transmitted diseases as higher than 

 will women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 1.33: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving sexually transmitted diseases as higher than will women 

 with low reproductive value. 
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 Decrease in Status 

 

 High status women are thought to be able to obtain higher quality long-term 

mates than low status women (Confer, personal communication). If this is the case, then 

any decreases in status should decrease the likelihood of procuring a high quality long-

term mate. This should be particularly problematic for high mate value women for the 

reasons discussed above. Any threat to their ability to obtain high quality long-term mates 

should be avoided. Therefore, high mate value women should perceive decreases in 

status as more costly than low mate value women. 

 Prediction 1.34: High mate value women will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with decreases in status as greater than will low mate value women. 

 Prediction 1.35: Women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of costs associated with decreases in status as greater than 

 will women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 1.36: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with decreases in status as greater than will women 

 with low reproductive value. 

 Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 

 Women frequently engage in short-term mating to find a long-term mate (Buss & 

Schmitt, 1993; Greiling & Buss, 2000); however, men frequently deceive women into 

engaging in a short-term casual sexual relationship with no intention of forming a long-

term relationship (Garcia & Reiber, 2008; Reiber & Garcia, 2010). One of the biggest 

regrets women have after engaging in casual sex is that the partnership did not become 
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long-term (Campbell, 2008; Garcia & Reiber, 2008). Failing to obtain a long-term mate 

from a short-term relationship may have additional costs for women, because women risk 

earning a reputation as promiscuous (Buss, 2003). Such a cost would be more costly for 

high mate value women, who may as a result, lose the ability to obtain a high quality 

long-term mate. Therefore, high mate value women’s mating mechanisms should be 

calibrated to perceive a failed long-term relationship as more costly than low mate value 

women, further decreasing their motivations to engage in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 1.37: High mate value women will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with wanted a long-term relationship as greater than will low mate 

 value women. 

 Prediction 1.38: Women with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of costs associated with wanted a long-term relationship 

 as greater than will women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 1.39: Women with high reproductive value will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with wanted a long-term relationship as greater 

 than will women with low reproductive value. 

 Low mate value women are not selected as long-term partners as frequently as 

high mate value women (Back et al., 2011). This suggests that even if low mate value 

women want a casual sexual relationship to become a long-term relationship, the 

likelihood of that occurring is much lower for these women. Low mate value women, 

therefore, should perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing a failed attempt at forming 

a long-term relationship than high mate value women. 
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 Prediction 1.40: Low mate value women will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 costs associated with wanting a relationship to be long-term as larger than will 

 high mate value women. 

 Prediction 1.41: Women with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with wanting a relationship 

 to be long-term as larger than will women with high self-perceived physical 

 attractiveness. 

 Prediction 1.42: Women with low reproductive value will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving costs associated with wanting a relationship to be long-term as larger 

 than will women with high reproductive value. 

 Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-term Mate 

 

 Decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate would be extremely costly to all 

women due to the large reproductive benefits women can obtain from engaging in long-

term mating (Symons, 1979). Some women, however, may have more to lose as a result 

of decreased attractiveness. High mate value women as already discussed, risk losing the 

opportunity to acquire a high quality long-term mate. Additionally, very low mate value 

women also risk losing any opportunity to acquire a long-term mate. This suggests there 

should be a curvilinear relationship with perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing a 

decrease in attractiveness as a long-term mate such that only very high and very low mate 

value women should perceive a large likelihood of incurring this cost. This perception 

would prevent these subsets of women from losing the potential reproductive benefits 

they could otherwise obtain from long-term mating. 



 54 

 Prediction 1.43: High mate value women and low mate value women will both 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with decreased attractiveness 

 as a long-term mate as larger than will women with average mate value. 

Life History 

 

Given how beneficial long-term mating would have been to ancestral women, 

researchers have suggested most women would have been in long-term relationships for 

the majority of their adulthood (e.g., Symons, 1979). However, there may have 

sometimes been circumstances in which women’s mechanisms were calibrated to 

perceive long-term relationships as unlikely and would therefore have devoted more 

effort to short-term mating (Ellis, 2005). As suggested by life history theory, this 

calibration would have been a result of environmental experiences early in life. 

Life history theory states humans have limited metabolic resources available and 

therefore must make trade-offs in how they allocate their limited resources (Hill & 

Kaplan, 1999). Resources dedicated to somatic growth and maintenance may increase 

likelihood of future success at reproduction but detract from an individual’s ability to 

spend energy on immediate reproductive efforts (Kaplan & Gangestad, 2005; Kaplan, 

Hill, Lancaster, & Hurtado, 2000). The solution to this trade-off between growth and 

reproduction differs for each individual, such that some individuals will focus more effort 

on somatic growth and maintenance and other individuals will focus more effort on 

mating and reproduction (Kaplan & Gangestad, 2005).  
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One key factor influencing an individual’s life history strategy is the timing of the 

switch from a pre-reproductive emphasis on somatic growth to a period of reproduction 

(Belsky, Steinberg, & Draper, 1991; Chisholm, 1993; 1996; Draper & Harpending, 

1982). This is particularly relevant for women because they cannot reproduce before the 

onset of menarche and have a limited time to reproduce before the onset of menopause. 

The timing of menarche should therefore have been selected to allow women’s 

psychological mechanisms to maximize expected reproductive output (Kaplan & 

Gangestad, 2005). In high stress environments in which life expectancy may be lower, or 

the likelihood of assured paternal investment may be decreased, women’s mechanisms 

should trade-off growth for reproduction at an earlier age in an effort to best maximize 

reproductive potential (Belsky et al., 1991; Chisholm, 1993; Chisholm, Burbank, Coall, 

& Gemmiti, 2005; Draper & Harpending, 1982; Ellis, 2005). Women who report earlier 

ages for the onset of menarche also report experiencing high levels of psychosocial stress 

during early childhood (primarily ages 5 – 7), including the lack of a biological father in 

the home, which may be indicative of an environment without guaranteed paternal 

investment for future offspring (Belsky et al., 1991; Ellis & Garber, 2000; Moffitt, Caspi, 

Belsky & Silva, 1992). Additionally, these women report earlier onset of sexual activity, 

a greater number of short-term relationships, and a decreased amount of investment in 

their own offspring (Belsky et al., 1991; see Ellis, 2005 for review). These findings from 

life history theory suggest when environmental factors are indicative of high stress; 

women’s mating mechanisms should be calibrated to perceive a better outcome from 

engaging in short-term mating than from long-term mating. Therefore it is hypothesized 
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the perceptions of the magnitude of the benefits and costs and likelihood of receiving 

those benefits and costs will differ as a function of women’s life history strategy 

(Hypothesis 2). 

 Benefits 

 

 No Commitment 

 

 Women whose early childhood experiences calibrated their mating mechanisms to 

perceive long-term stable relationships as unlikely should, in general, perceive short-term 

mating as a less costly mating strategy than women who did not experience early 

childhood stress. One set of benefits these women should find especially beneficial are 

those associated with not having to form a commitment with a potential partner.  

Prediction 2.1: Women who grew up in an early father absent home (pre-age 7) 

will perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with no commitment as larger 

than women who grew up in a father present or late father absent home. 

Prediction 2.2: Women who began menarche at an earlier age will perceive the 

magnitude of the benefits associated with no commitment as larger than will 

women who began menarche at a later age. 

Prediction 2.3: Women who grew up in an early father absent home (pre-age 7) 

will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with no commitment 

as greater than will women who grew up in a father present or father absent home. 
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Prediction 2.4: Women who began menarche at an earlier age will perceive the 

likelihood of receiving benefits associated with no commitment as greater than 

will women who grew up in a father present or father absent home. 

 Sexual Satisfaction 

 

 Pleasurable sexual intercourse may function to motivate women to engage in 

intercourse more frequently thereby increasing opportunities to produce offspring (e.g., 

Buss, 2003; Greiling & Buss, 2000). Women who perceive short-term mating as a better 

mating strategy than other potential strategies should perceive experiencing satisfying 

sexual intercourse during short-term mating as more beneficial than other women. 

 Prediction 2.5: Women who grew up in an early father absent home (pre-age 7) 

 will perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with sexual satisfaction as 

 larger than women who grew up in a father present or late father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.6: Women who began menarche at an earlier age will perceive the 

 magnitude of the benefits associated with sexual satisfaction as larger than will 

 women who began menarche at a later age. 

Prediction 2.7: Women who grew up in an early father absent home (pre-age 7) 

will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with sexual 

satisfaction as greater than will women who grew up in a father present or father 

absent home. 

 Prediction 2.8: Women who began menarche at an earlier age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving benefits associated with sexual satisfaction as greater than 

 will women who began menarche at a later age. 
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 Assess Men as Potential Long-term Mates 

 

 Those women who are not calibrated to perceive short-term mating itself as 

particularly beneficial should be more likely to find the potential for long-term mate 

assessment as more beneficial than women whose life experiences have calibrated them 

to perceive long-term relationships as unlikely. 

 Prediction 2.9: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with long-term mate 

 assessment as larger than will women who grew up in an early father absent 

 home. 

 Prediction 2.10: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 magnitude of benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as larger than 

 will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Prediction 2.11: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with long-term 

 mate assessment as greater than will women who grew up in an early father 

 absent home. 

 Prediction 2.12: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as 

 greater than will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Potential for Offspring with Better Genes 

 

 Research suggests women who experienced early childhood stress report a 

decreased amount of investment in their own offspring (Belsky et al., 1991; see Ellis, 
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2005 for review). Because of their decreased investment into each of their offspring, 

these women should try to obtain the highest quality mates possible. Ancestrally, this 

would have increased offspring quality and therefore offspring survivability. Therefore 

women who experienced early childhood stress should perceive potential genetic benefits 

of short-term mating as more beneficial than other women. 

 Prediction 2.13: Women who grew up in an early father absent home (pre-age 7) 

 will perceive the magnitude of genetic benefits as larger than women who grew 

 up in a father present or late father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.14: Women who began menarche at an earlier age will perceive the 

 magnitude of genetic benefits as larger than will women who began menarche at a 

 later age. 

 Prediction 2.15: Women who grew up in an early father absent home (pre-age 7) 

 will perceive the likelihood of receiving genetic benefits as greater than will 

 women who grew up in a father present or father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.16: Women who began menarche at an earlier age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving genetic benefits as greater than will  women who grew up 

 in a father present or father absent home. 

 Costs 

 

 Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 

 

 Women who perceive greater benefits from long-term mating than short-term 

mating should be using any short-term mating encounters as opportunities to find a long-



 60 

term mate. Women engaging in short-term mating for this reason should be more upset 

when a short-term relationship does not turn into a long-term committed relationship than 

women who are not seeking a long-term relationship from their short-term mating 

encounters. Those women who experienced a stable environment during development, 

and therefore perceive long-term relationships as particularly beneficial, should perceive 

costs associated with failing to form a long-term relationship as larger than other women. 

 Prediction 2.17: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the magnitude of costs associated with wanting a relationship 

 to be long-term as larger than will women who grew up in an early father absent 

 home. 

 Prediction 2.18: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 magnitude costs associated with wanting a relationship to be long-term as larger 

 than will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Prediction 2.19: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with wanting a 

 relationship to be long-term as greater than will women who grew up in an early 

 father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.20: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with wanting a relationship to be long-

 term as greater than will women who began menarche at an early age. 

 Missed Long-term Opportunities 
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 Similarly missing an opportunity to form a long-term relationship because an 

individual is currently engaging in short-term mating should be perceived as more costly 

to those women who perceive long-term relationships to have high value. 

 Prediction 2.21: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the magnitude of costs associated with missing an opportunity 

 to form a long-term relationship as larger than will women who grew up in an 

 early father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.22: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with missing an opportunity to form a long-term 

 relationship as larger  than will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Prediction 2.23: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with missing an 

 opportunity to form a long-term relationship as greater than will women who 

 grew up in an early father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.24: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with missing an opportunity to form a 

 long-term relationship as greater than will women who began menarche at an 

 earlier age. 

 Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-term Mate 

 Only those women who want to find a long-term mate should be concerned with 

perceptions of their attractiveness as a long-term mate. Women whose developmental 

experiences were stable and who therefore perceive long-term relationships as likely 
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should be more concerned about the risk of decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate 

than women who do not perceive long-term relationships as likely to occur. 

 Prediction 2.25: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the magnitude of costs associated with long-term mate 

 attractiveness as larger than will women from an early father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.26: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with long-term mate attractiveness as larger than 

 will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Prediction 2.27: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with long-term 

 mate attractiveness as greater than will women who grew up in an early father 

 absent home. 

 Prediction 2.28: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with long-term mate attractiveness as 

 greater than will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Pregnancy 

 Because women who experienced early childhood stressors typically perceive 

paternal investment as unlikely (Belsky et al., 1991; Ellis & Garber, 2000; Moffitt et al., 

1992), their mechanisms should not be calibrated to perceive risks of getting pregnant as 

costly as women with a stable early childhood. 



 63 

 Prediction 2.29: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the magnitude of costs associated with pregnancy as larger 

 than will women who grew up in an early father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.30: Women who began menarche at later age will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with pregnancy as larger than will women who 

 began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Prediction 2.31: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with pregnancy as 

 greater than will women who grew up in an early father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.32: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with pregnancy as greater than will 

 women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Lack of Investment/Resources 

 Women who experienced high stress during early development should not 

perceive the potential for a lack of paternal investment as a particularly costly outcome of 

short-term mating, further motivating them to pursue short-term mating. Women who did 

not experience such early stress should be cautious about producing offspring without 

guaranteed paternal investment. Offspring survivability decreases dramatically without 

investment from both parents (e.g., Hill & Hurtado, 1996). Additionally, women’s value 

as a long-term mate decreases with the presence of existing children making it harder for 

women with children to obtain needed investment for their offspring (e.g., Daly & 
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Wilson, 1988). Women with stable early childhood experiences should perceive a lack of 

resources as a costly outcome of engaging in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 2.33: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the magnitude of costs associated with a lack of resources to 

 help raise children as larger than will women who grew up in an early father 

 absent home. 

 Prediction 2.34: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with a lack of resources to help raise children as 

 larger than will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

 Prediction 2.35: Women who grew up in a father present or late father absent 

 home will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with a lack of 

 resources to help raise children as greater than will women who grew up in an 

 early father absent home. 

 Prediction 2.36: Women who began menarche at a later age will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with a lack of resources to help raise 

 children as greater than will women who began menarche at an earlier age. 

Relationship Status and Satisfaction 

 

As mentioned above, the best way for ancestral women to increase their 

reproductive success was by having a long-term relationship with a committed partner 

(Symons, 1979) due to increased chances of offspring survival (e.g., Hill & Hurtado, 

1996). However, if an ancestral woman was in a long-term relationship with a partner 
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who was unwilling or unable to invest resources in her and their offspring, she risked 

decreased offspring quality potentially decreasing her own reproductive success as a 

result. One solution to this problem would have been to seek immediate resource 

investment from a partner outside the relationship (an extra-pair copulation) as this could 

have helped offspring survival (Greiling & Buss, 2000; Symons, 1979). 

 Along with the costs associated with short-term mating in general, these extra-pair 

copulations bear the additional cost of risk of detection by the long-term mate. Detection 

can lead to several different outcomes, including desertion—the long-term mate can 

choose to leave the relationship (Buss, 2003). Desertion would have been costly for both 

ancestral men and women, although it would have been particularly costly for women. 

Women may have had trouble procuring another long-term mate if their mate value was 

lowered as a result of decreased reproductive value (i.e., their older age; Symons, 1979) 

or as a result of having children (Weekes-Shackelford, Easton, & Stone, 2008). Loss of 

current investment and decreased ability to procure future investment would have 

severely hampered ancestral women’s reproductive success as likelihood of offspring 

survival would have decreased (Daly & Wilson, 1988; Geary, 2007; Hewlett, 1988; Hill 

& Hurtado, 1996; Hrdy, 2007). Given the potentially high costs of extra-pair copulations 

to women, it is hypothesized perceptions of the magnitude of the benefits and costs and 

the likelihood of receiving those benefits and costs will differ as function of women’s 

current relationship status (Hypothesis 3). 

 Benefits 
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 No Commitment 

 

 Women often can choose to employ a dual mating strategy in which they have a 

long-term mate but seek opportunistic short-term relationships with high quality men 

(Buss, 2003; Greiling & Buss, 2000; Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). These women may 

not necessarily desire to mate switch (see below for the effects of relationship status); 

therefore, they should perceive not having to form a commitment as a beneficial outcome 

of engaging in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 3.1: Women in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

 associated with no commitment as larger than will single women. 

 Prediction 3.2: Women in a relationship will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 benefits associated with no commitment to be greater than will single women. 

 Assess Men as Potential Long-term Mates 

 

 One outcome of short-term mating for women is to obtain a long-term partner 

(Buss, 2003). This would be particularly beneficial for single women who currently lack 

a long-term investing partner. As a result, they should perceive long-term mate 

assessment as a beneficial outcome of engaging in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 3.3: Single women will perceive the magnitude of benefits associated 

 with long-term mate assessment as larger than will women in a relationship. 

 Prediction 3.4: Single women will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with long-term mate assessment as greater than will women in a 

 relationship. 

 Hone Skills as Mate 
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 Previous research suggests women engage in short-term mating to gain 

experience to make them better long-term mates for their future relationships (e.g., 

Greiling & Buss, 2000). If so, then this class of benefits would be particularly useful for 

single women, who could improve their mating skills, and as a result, potentially obtain a 

higher quality long-term mate. 

 Prediction 3.5: Single women will perceive the magnitude of benefits associated 

 with honing their skill as a mate as larger than will women in a relationship. 

 Prediction 3.6: Single women will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with honing their skill as a mate as greater than will women in 

 relationship. 

 Potential for Offspring with Better Genes 

 Women currently in a relationship who engage in opportunistic short-term mating 

may be doing so to produce higher quality offspring than they could with their long-term 

partner (Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). If this is the reason for engaging in short-term 

mating, these women’s mechanisms should perceive the potential for obtaining genetic 

benefits as beneficial outcomes. 

 Prediction 3.7: Women in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of genetic 

 benefits as larger than will single women. 

 Costs 

 

 Pathogen Load/Risk of Disease 
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 The costs of sexually transmitted disease to women are twofold: a risk of 

infertility; and a risk of decreased value on the mating market. Single women who do not 

have a long-term partner may find the risk of sexually transmitted disease particularly 

costly as it may decrease their likelihood of obtaining a long-term mate. Their 

mechanisms should, therefore, be calibrated to perceive the risk of disease as more costly 

than women who already have a long-term mate. 

 Prediction 3.8: Single women will perceive the magnitude of sexually 

 transmitted disease costs as larger than will women in a relationship. 

 Prediction 3.9: Single women will perceive the likelihood of receiving sexually 

 transmitted disease costs as greater than will women in a relationship. 

 Decrease in Status 

 Women in a relationship face an additional set of costs as a result of short-term 

mating. When engaging in short-term mating, women in a relationship risk disappointing 

their family, their mate and their friends (Buss, 2003). As a result of this, they may lose 

familial support for raising offspring and they may lose status among their friends. This 

suggests women in a relationship should find decreases in status more costly than single 

women. 

 Prediction 3.10: Women in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with a decrease in status as larger than single women. 

 Prediction 3.11: Women in a relationship will perceive the likelihood of 

 receiving costs associated with a decrease in status as greater than will single 

 women. 
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 Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 

 Engaging in short-term mating to find a long-term mate, in general, will be more 

beneficial to women who are currently single. This suggests that a failed attempt to 

convert a short-term mateship into a long-term relationship would be more costly to 

women who currently lack a long-term partner. 

 Prediction 3.12: Single women will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with wanting a relationship to be long-term as larger than will women in a 

 relationship. 

 Prediction 3.13: Single women will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs 

 associated with wanting a relationship to be long-term as greater than will women 

 in a relationship. 

 Missed Long-term Opportunities 

 Similarly, if engaging in short-term mating causes a woman to miss an 

opportunity to obtain a long-term partner, this should be more costly to women who 

currently do not have a long-term relationship. 

 Prediction 3.14: Single women will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with missed long-term opportunities as larger than will women in a relationship. 

 Prediction 3.15: Single women will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs 

 associated with missed long-term opportunities as larger than will women in a 

 relationship. 

 Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-term Mate 
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 Long-term mating is extremely beneficial to women because investment from a 

long-term partner increases likelihood of offspring survivability (e.g., Hill & Hurtado, 

1996). Costs associated with long-term mate attractiveness should be perceived as 

particularly costly to women who currently do not have a long-term mate. 

 Prediction 3.16: Single women will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with long-term mate attractiveness as larger than will women in a relationship. 

 Prediction 3.17: Single women will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs 

 associated with long-term mate attractiveness as greater than will women in a 

 relationship. 

 Potential for Offspring with Poor Quality Genes 

 Women enacting a dual mating strategy may be doing so to try and produce 

higher quality offspring than they could with their current long-term mate (e.g., Thornhill 

& Gangestad, 2008). It would be extremely costly for these women to risk their long-term 

relationship by short-term mating with a low quality man. They risk losing their long-

term partner and they risk having a lower quality offspring. Because of this, women in a 

relationship should perceive genetic costs as more costly than single women. 

 Prediction 3.18: Women in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of genetic 

 costs as larger than will single women. 

 Prediction 3.19: Women in a relationship will perceive the likelihood of genetic 

 costs as greater than will single women. 

 Lack of Investment/Resources 
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 Because of the risks associated with conceiving a child without an investing father 

(e.g., Hill & Hurtado, 1996; Weekes-Shackelford et al, 2008), single women should 

perceive the potential for a lack of resources as more costly than women in a relationship 

who already have an investing mate. 

 Prediction 3.20: Single women will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with a lack of resources to help raise children as larger than will women in a 

 relationship. 

 Prediction 3.21: Single women will perceive the likelihood of costs associated 

 with a lack of resources to help raise children as greater than will women in a 

 relationship. 

 Relationship Problems 

 Women in a relationship risk detection from their long-term mate, which may 

result in him defecting from the relationship. This would have been costly for ancestral 

women who could have earned a reputation as promiscuous, or lost paternal investment 

as a result of the affair (Buss, 2000). The mating mechanisms of women in a relationship 

should be calibrated to perceive the risk of relationship problems as a huge cost of short-

term mating to thwart potential investment loss. 

 Prediction 3.22: Women in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of 

 relationship problems as larger than will single women. 

 Prediction 3.23: Women in a relationship will perceive the likelihood of 

 relationship problems as greater than will single women. 
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 It may not be just the context of being in a relationship that affects perceptions of 

the benefits and costs of short-term mating. Instead, the amount of satisfaction with the 

relationship and the long-term partner may influence those perceptions. Low levels of 

satisfaction with a current romantic partner may indicate a woman is looking to get rid of 

the current partner or switch to a new mate. Research indicates the potential for mate 

switching is one of the key benefits of engaging in extra pair copulations (Buss, 2003; 

Greiling & Buss, 2000; Symons, 1979) and decreased relationship satisfaction is a key 

indicator of potential infidelity (Shackelford & Buss, 1997). If decreased relationship 

satisfaction motivates women to find a new mate, then their evolved mating mechanisms 

should perceive the benefits and likelihood of receiving those benefits of short-term 

mating differently than those of individuals high in relationship satisfaction (Hypothesis 

4). Given the high costs associated with short-term mating for all women in a 

relationship, it is not expected that perceptions of the costs associated with short-term 

mating will differ as a function of relationship satisfaction. 

 Benefits 

 

 Sexual Satisfaction 

 

 As mentioned above, sexual satisfaction may motivate women to increase the 

frequency of sexual intercourse. If so, then experiencing pleasurable sex with a short-

term partner should motivate women who are currently dissatisfied with their long-term 

partner to try to continue a relationship with the short-term partner. These women should 
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perceive the opportunity for sexual satisfaction as more beneficial than women who are 

currently satisfied with their relationship. 

 Prediction 4.1: Women with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of sexual satisfaction benefits as larger than will women with 

 increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Prediction 4.2: Women with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving sexual satisfaction benefits as greater than will women 

 with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Assess Men as Potential Long-term Mates 

 If women who are currently dissatisfied with their romantic partner engage in 

short-term mating to mate switch (Buss, 2003; Greiling & Buss, 2000), then they should 

perceive the opportunity to assess men as potential long-term mates as more beneficial 

than women who are currently satisfied with their relationship. 

 Prediction 4.3: Women with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as larger than 

 will women with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Prediction 4.4: Women with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as 

 greater than will women with increased relationship satisfaction. 
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ADAPTIVE INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN MEN 

Mate Value 

 

As a result of the minimum parental investment required by males, the optimal 

way for men to increase their reproductive success is by having multiple partners, 

regardless of whether that is achieved by having several short-term mating liaisons, extra-

pair copulations or polygynous long-term mateships (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Trivers, 

1972). Not all men can successfully obtain multiple partners. Women prefer high quality 

men for both short-and long-term partners (Kenrick et al., 1993; Kenrick et al., 1990; Li 

& Kenrick, 2006; Regan, 1998a, b; Shackelford et al., 2004; Sprecher & Regan, 2002; 

Surbey & Conohan, 2000). This suggests men’s ability to obtain multiples mates is 

directly related to their value on the mating market. 

Men’s mate value as a long-term mate is heavily influenced by the amount of 

their resource investment potential and their social status (e.g., Buss, 1989). Additionally, 

men possessing characteristics associated with high quality genes (e.g., masculinity, 

symmetry) are preferred by women as short-term mates, suggesting these men are also 

high in mate value (e.g., Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). Men high in these traits are able 

to attract mates easier than are men low in these traits, and therefore do not expend as 

much energy attempting to acquire high quality mates as do men with low mate value. 

Because of women’s preferences for potential short-term mates (e.g., Thornhill & 

Gangestad, 2008), low mate value men have to spend considerably more time and energy 

attempting to find a short-term mate than high mate value men. This suggests high mate 
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value men may be better able to successfully obtain multiple mates (either via short-term 

mating or multiple long-term relationships; Landolt et al., 1995). High mate value men 

also report a larger number of sex partners and devote a greater amount of resources to 

short-term mating effort than low mate value men (Apicella & Marlowe, 2007; Heath & 

Hadley, 1998; Pérusse, 1993; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1994; Waynforth, 1998). Because 

men’s success at short-term mating is a function of their mate value, men’s evolved 

mating mechanisms should perceive the benefits and costs of short-term mating, and the 

likelihood of receiving those benefits and costs differently as a function of mate value 

(Hypothesis 5). 

 Benefits 

 

 No Commitment 

 

Men of higher quality are overwhelmingly preferred by women as short-term 

mates (Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008), and therefore, they can successfully increase their 

reproductive success by avoiding long-term commitments. This suggests that high mate 

value men will perceive the lack of a commitment to be a more beneficial outcome of 

short-term mating than will low mate value men. 

Prediction 5.1: High mate value men will perceive the magnitude of the benefits 

 associated with no commitment as larger than will low mate value men. 

Prediction 5.2: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will perceive 

 the magnitude of the benefits associated with no commitment as larger than will 

 men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 
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Prediction 5.3: High mate value will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with no commitment as greater than will low mate value men. 

Prediction 5.4: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will perceive 

 the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with no commitment as greater than 

 will men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Status Enhancement 

 

 Social status is a key component of men’s mate value. Men with higher social 

status are overwhelmingly preferred by women as both long-term and short-term mates 

(e.g., Buss, 1989; Kenrick et al., 1990; Li & Kenrick, 2006). One class of benefits 

nominated in the pilot study was enhancing one’s status. If men can, in fact, increase their 

status as a result of engaging in short-term mating, this would be especially beneficial for 

men lower in social status, because it would increase their attractiveness on the mating 

market. Therefore, low mate value men should perceive enhancing status as a result of 

short-term mating as more beneficial than high mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.5: Low mate value men will perceive the magnitude of status 

 enhancement benefits as larger than will high mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.6: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will perceive 

 the magnitude of status enhancement benefits as larger than will men with high 

 self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 5.7: Low mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 status enhancement benefits as greater than will high mate value men. 
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 Prediction 5.8: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will perceive 

 the likelihood of receiving status enhancement benefits as greater than will men 

 with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Sexual Variety 

 Because high mate value men can more easily obtain more mates, and have a 

better selection of potential mates to choose from, than do low mate value men, high 

mate value men should perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing sexual variety when 

short-term mating than low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.9: High mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 benefits associated with sexual variety as greater than will low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.10: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with sexual variety as 

 greater than will men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Practice 

 One hypothesized reason why men engage in short-term mating is to improve 

their sexual techniques and gain more experience in order to increase the likelihood they 

will be able to obtain mates. If so, then having the opportunity to practice and improve 

would be more beneficial to men who currently have trouble acquiring mates. 

 Prediction 5.11: Low mate value men will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

 associated with practice as larger than will high mate value men. 
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 Prediction 5.12: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with practice as larger than will 

 men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 5.13: Low mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 benefits associated with practice as greater than will high mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.14: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with practice as greater 

 than will men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Assess Women as Potential Long-term Mates 

 Low mate value men have to invest a large amount of time and energy into 

pursuing a short-term mating strategy, as a result, they might be more reproductively 

successful acquiring the highest quality long-term mate possible (Apicella & Marlowe, 

2004; 2007). When these men do short-term mate, they may benefit by attempting to 

convert the relationship into a more long-term relationship. This suggests low mate value 

men will perceive the opportunity to assess women as long-term mates as more beneficial 

than high mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.15: Low mate value men will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

 associated with long-term mate assessment as larger than will high mate value 

 men. 

 Prediction 5.16: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as 

 larger than will men  with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 
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 Prediction 5.17: Low mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as greater than will high mate 

 value men. 

 Prediction 5.18: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with long-term mate 

 assessment as greater than will men with high self-perceived physical 

 attractiveness. 

 Increase Number of Offspring 

 Because men can increase their reproductive success by producing offspring with 

multiple women, all men should perceive the opportunity to increase number of offspring 

as large, regardless of their own quality as a mate. Perceptions of experiencing such 

benefits should differ, however, as a function of men’s mate value, because high mate 

value men are more likely to be selected by women as short-term mates than are low 

mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.19: High mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 benefits associated with increasing the number of their offspring as larger than 

 will low mate  value men. 

 Prediction 5.20: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits associated with increasing the 

 number of their offspring as larger than will men with low self-perceived physical 

 attractiveness. 
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 Costs 

 

 Forced Commitment 

 

 Because high mate value men are more successful at enacting a short-term mating 

strategy than low mate value men, they should resist commitment attempts by their short-

term mates. High mate value men’s mating mechanisms, therefore, should be calibrated 

to perceive forced commitment as more costly and more likely to occur than low mate 

value men. 

 Prediction 5.21: High mate value men will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with forced commitment as larger than will low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.22: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of costs associated with forced commitment as larger than 

 will men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 5.23: High mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 costs associated with forced commitment as greater than will low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.24: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with forced commitment as 

 greater than will men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Decrease in Status 

 One set of costs men may face as a result of engaging in short-term mating is a 

decrease in social status. In the pilot study, costs associated with a decrease in status were 

perceived as highly likely to occur (see Table 4). Given women’s short-term mate 

preferences, this should be particularly costly for high mate value men, because a loss in 
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social status may decrease their likelihood of successfully short-term mating. Therefore, 

high mate value men should perceive the risk of a loss of status as more costly than low 

mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.25: High mate value men will perceive the magnitude of status costs 

 as larger than will low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.26: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of status costs as larger than will low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.27: High mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 status costs as greater than will low mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.28: Men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving status costs as greater than will low mate 

 value men. 

 Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-term Mate 

 Women may be wary of pursuing a long-term relationship with a man who 

frequently engages in short-term mating because his behavior may signal a decreased 

interest in commitment. Only those men who employ a short-term mating strategy to find 

a long-term mate would be negatively affected by these perceptions. Therefore, low mate 

value men’s mating mechanisms should be calibrated to perceive the risk of a decrease in 

attractiveness as a long-term mate as a large cost of short-term mating. 

 Prediction 5.29: Low mate value men will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with long-term mate attractiveness as larger than will high mate value 

 men. 
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 Prediction 5.30: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of costs associated with long-term mate attractiveness as 

 larger than will men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Missed Long-term Opportunities 

 If low mate value men want to invest more effort into finding a long-term mate 

than finding a short-term mate, then any missed opportunities should be perceived as 

especially costly. 

 Prediction 5.31: Low mate value men will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with missed long-term opportunities as larger than will high mate value 

 men. 

 Prediction 5.32: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of costs associated with missed long-term opportunities as 

 larger than will men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 5.33: Low mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 costs associated with missed long-term opportunities as greater than will high 

 mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.34: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with missed long-term 

 opportunities as greater than will men with high self-perceived physical 

 attractiveness. 

 Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 
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 If low mate value men are using short-term mating to find a long-term mate, then 

failing to convert such a relationship into a long-term commitment should be perceived 

as particularly costly to these men. This perception should motivate low mate value men 

to engage in relationships that have an increased likelihood of becoming long-term 

instead of just brief casual relationships. 

 Prediction 5.35: Low mate value men will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with wanting a long-term relationship as larger than will high mate 

 value men. 

 Prediction 5.36: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the magnitude of costs associated with wanting a long-term relationship 

 as larger than will men with high self-perceived physical attractiveness. 

 Prediction 5.37: Low mate value men will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 costs associated with wanting a long-term relationship as greater than will high 

 mate value men. 

 Prediction 5.38: Men with low self-perceived physical attractiveness will 

 perceive the likelihood of receiving costs associated with wanting a long-term 

 relationship as greater than will men with high self-perceived physical 

 attractiveness. 

Status 

 

Men high in social status are able to acquire more mates than men low in social 

status, indicating they are more successful at short-term mating (e.g., Pérusse, 1994). In 
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the pilot study, one key nominated benefit of short-term mating to men was gaining 

respect from peers and increasing one’s status. This suggests men’s mating mechanisms 

may motivate men to engage in short-term mating in order to increase status within their 

peer group thereby increasing the probability they will be able to obtain multiple mates. 

If so, then it is expected men’s mating mechanisms account for current social status when 

making determinations about mating strategies. Men already high in social status may not 

gain as much from short-term mating as men with low status because they can already 

obtain multiple mates due to their high status. Therefore, it is hypothesized the 

perceptions of the magnitude of the benefits and costs and likelihood of receiving those 

benefits and costs will differ as a function of men’s current social status (Hypothesis 6). 

Because men’s status is a component of their mate value, the effects of men’s status on 

perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-term mating are predicted to be identical as 

the effects of men’s mate value. 

 Benefits 

 

 No Commitment 

 

Prediction 6.1: High status men will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

 associated with no commitment as larger than will low status men. 

Prediction 6.2: High status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with no commitment as greater than will low status men. 

Status Enhancement 
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Prediction 6.3: Low status men will perceive the magnitude of status benefits as 

 larger than will high status men. 

Prediction 6.4: Low status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving status 

 benefits as greater than will high status men. 

Sexual Variety 

Prediction 6.5: High status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with sexual variety as greater than will low status men. 

Practice 

Prediction 6.6: Low status men will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

 associated with practice as larger than will high status men. 

Prediction 6.7: Low status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with practice as greater than will high status men. 

Long-Term Mate Assessment 

Prediction 6.8: Low status men will perceive the magnitude of benefits 

 associated with long-term mate assessment as larger than will high status men. 

Prediction 6.9: Low status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving benefits 

 associated with long-term mate assessment as greater than will high status men. 

Increase Number of Offspring 

Prediction 6.10: High status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving genetic 

 benefits as greater than will low status men. 
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 Costs 

 

Forced Commitment 

Prediction 6.11: High status men will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with forced commitment as larger than will low status men. 

Prediction 6.12: High status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs 

 associated with forced commitment as greater than will low status men. 

Decrease in Status 

Prediction 6.13: High status men will perceive the magnitude of status costs as 

 larger than will low status men. 

Prediction 6.14: High status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving status 

 costs as greater than will low status men. 

Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-Term Mate 

Prediction 6.15: Low status men will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with long-term mate attractiveness as larger than will high status men. 

Missed Long-Term Opportunities 

Prediction 6.16: Low status men will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with missed long-term opportunities as larger than will high status men. 

Prediction 6.17: Low status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs 

 associated with missed long-term opportunities as greater than will high status 

 men. 

Wanted Relationship to be Long-Term 
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Prediction 6.18: Low status men will perceive the magnitude of costs associated 

 with wanting a long-term relationship as larger than high status men. 

 Prediction 6.19: Low status men will perceive the likelihood of receiving costs 

 associated with wanting a long-term relationship as greater than will high status 

 men. 

Life History 

 

Similar to women, men must also make the resource trade-off from investing in 

somatic growth to investing in reproductive effort; however, the timing of their trade-off 

is not dependent upon a limited time to reproduce. In fact, given men’s reproductive 

success increases with number of sexual partners, men should benefit by switching 

resource investment to reproductive effort earlier rather than later in life. Unlike women, 

men have an additional trade-off decision after the decision to begin investing in 

reproduction. Men must decide how much effort to allocate to mating (direct 

reproductive effort) and how much effort to allocate to parenting any offspring (Kaplan 

& Gangestad, 2005; Rowe, Vazsonyi, & Figueredo, 1997; Voland, 1998). As in all other 

life history decisions, effort allocated to one detracts from effort allocated to the other. 

Therefore, men who may not be as successful at acquiring multiple mates (whether due to 

their phenotypic quality or to the lack of available potential mates) may benefit more by 

allocating investment into current offspring in lieu of wasting time and resources on 

potentially unsuccessful future mating attempts (Apicella & Marlowe, 2004; 2007; Rowe 
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et al., 1997). In support of this, previous research found a negative correlation between 

self-perceived mate value and parenting effort (Apicella & Marlowe, 2007).  

Further support comes from research demonstrating the mediating role of 

testosterone on mating effort. Men in committed relationships have lower testosterone 

levels than single men (Booth & Dabbs, 1993; Gray, Kahlenberg, Barrett, Lipson & 

Ellison, 2002) unless they are interested in extrapair sexual encounters, in which case 

their testosterone levels remain high (McIntyre et al., 2006). Additionally, men about to 

dissolve relationships experience an increase in testosterone (Mazur & Michalek, 1998). 

To ensure resources invested into mating effort are not wasted, these men’s mating 

mechanisms should motivate men to employ a short-term mating strategy. Therefore it is 

hypothesized the perceptions of the magnitude of the benefits and costs and likelihood of 

receiving those benefits and costs will differ as a function of the amount of effort men are 

currently devoting to mating (Hypothesis 7).  

 Benefits 

 

 No Commitment 

 

Men who are currently investing more effort into mating should avoid entering 

into a long-term relationship. They should therefore perceive not having to form a 

commitment when short-term mating as more beneficial than men investing less effort 

into mating. 
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Prediction 7.1: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the magnitude 

 of benefits associated with no commitment as larger than will men devoting less 

 effort to mating. 

 Prediction 7.2: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving benefits associated with no commitment as greater than will men 

 devoting less effort to mating. 

 Sexual Satisfaction 

Pleasurable experiences during sexual intercourse may motivate individuals to 

have sexual intercourse with greater frequency. Men who are devoting more effort to 

mating should perceive the potential for satisfying sexual experiences as more beneficial 

and more likely to occur when short-term mating than men devoting less effort to mating. 

Prediction 7.3: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the magnitude 

 of sexual satisfaction benefits as larger than will men devoting less effort to 

 mating. 

 Prediction 7.4: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving sexual satisfaction benefits as greater than will men devoting less

 effort to mating. 

 Status Enhancement 

One set of potential benefits of short-term mating is increasing one’s status, and 

being higher status creates more mating opportunities for men (e.g., Pérusse, 1994). 

Therefore, men currently devoting more effort to mating would benefit from increases in 

status because being higher status should present additional mating opportunities. 
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Therefore their mating mechanisms should be calibrated to perceive status enhancement 

as more beneficial and more likely than men investing less effort into mating. 

Prediction 7.5: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the magnitude 

 of status enhancement benefits as larger than will men devoting less effort to 

 mating. 

 Prediction 7.6: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving status enhancement benefits as greater than will men devoting less

 effort to mating. 

 Sexual Variety 

All men benefit by having a preference for sexual variety (Buss & Schmitt, 1993), 

but as a function of their life history strategy, men investing more effort into mating will 

be more likely to obtain sexual variety when short-term mating than men investing less 

effort into mating. 

 Prediction 7.7: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving benefits associated with sexual variety as greater than will men 

 devoting less effort to mating. 

 Practice 

If practicing and improving sexual techniques helps men acquire more short-term 

mates, men investing more effort into mating should perceive practicing as a beneficial 

outcome of short-term mating. 
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Prediction 7.8: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the magnitude 

 of benefits associated with practice as larger than will men devoting less effort 

 to mating. 

 Prediction 7.9: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving benefits associated with practice as greater than will men devoting 

 less effort to mating. 

 Assess Mate Value 

Men investing effort into mating benefit from being aware of their value on the 

mating market. Knowing their mate value would increase the likelihood of successful 

mating efforts, because time and energy would not be wasted on attempting to obtain 

female partners higher in mate value. 

 Prediction 7.10: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the magnitude 

 of benefits associated with assessing mate value as larger than will men devoting 

 less effort to mating. 

 Increase Number of Offspring 

Similarly, as a result of simply being on the mating market, men investing more 

effort into mating should perceive receiving genetic benefits as more likely than men who 

are investing less effort into mating, and therefore are not currently on the mating market. 

 Prediction 7.11: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving genetic benefits as greater than will men devoting less effort to 

 mating. 
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 Costs 

 

 Pathogen Load/Risk of Disease 

 

Men devoting more effort into parenting may be doing so because of a decreased 

probability of success on the mating market (Apicella & Marlowe, 2004; 2007). Their 

mating mechanisms should, therefore, be calibrated to perceive short-term mating as a 

costly mating strategy to employ. One cost men face is the risk of sexually transmitted 

diseases, which aside from the physical health costs may detract from men’s 

attractiveness as a long-term mate (e.g., Schaller & Park, 2011). Therefore, men devoting 

less current effort into short-term mating should perceive sexually transmitted diseases as 

likely outcomes of short-term mating to avoid facing any risks to their ability to maintain 

a long-term relationship. 

 Prediction 7.11: Men devoting less effort to mating will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with risk of disease as greater than will 

 men devoting more effort to mating. 

 Forced Commitment 

One costly outcome of short-term mating for men is being forced to enter a long-

term relationship with a partner because it potentially hinders their reproductive success 

(Buss, 2003). Men who are successful on the mating market and therefore are devoting 

more effort to mating should perceive the risk of forced commitment as a costly outcome 

of short-term mating. 
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Prediction 7.12: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the magnitude 

 of costs associated with forced commitment as larger than will men devoting less

 effort to mating. 

 Prediction 7.13: Men devoting more effort to mating will perceive the likelihood 

 of receiving costs associated with forced commitment as greater than will men 

 devoting less effort to mating. 

 Opportunity/Lost Time 

Some men may invest a greater proportion of their time and energy attempting to 

acquire mates than do other men. Men for whom this is true should benefit more by 

switching to a less effortful mating strategy. Given that men currently devoting less effort 

into mating may be doing so because attempting to mate may be exceptionally costly for 

them, these men should perceive the risk of wasted time as a costly outcome of engaging 

in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 7.14: Men devoting less effort to mating will perceive the 

 magnitude of opportunity costs as larger than will men devoting more effort to 

 mating. 

Relationship Status and Satisfaction 

 

 Given how men’s reproductive success increases with number of partners, it may 

seem as though men do not benefit from engaging in long-term relationships, and yet 

evidence suggests men do desire and seek out long-term mates (e.g., Buss & Schmitt, 

1993). Long-term mating may be beneficial to men because they gain sole reproductive 
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access to a woman, thereby increasing paternity certainty in any offspring (Buss, 2003). 

Furthermore while in the long-term relationship, men can also increase their reproductive 

success by engaging in extra-pair copulations with women outside their regular partner. 

Engaging in extra-pair copulations bears additional costs for men in relationships 

compared to single men. One cost is the risk of losing sole reproductive access to their in-

pair partner. Additionally men risk retaliatory affairs from their in-pair partner. 

Retaliatory affairs are costly to men because men are at risk of being cuckolded by their 

partner and because they can decrease men’s standing relative to other men. Decreased 

reputational standing will decrease men’s mate value and social status hampering men’s 

ability to acquire new mates (Apicella & Marlowe, 2007; Buss, 1989; Heath & Hadley, 

1998; Pérusse, 1993). Given the potentially high costs of extra-pair copulations to men, it 

is hypothesized perceptions of the magnitude of the costs and the likelihood of receiving 

those costs will differ as function of men’s current relationship status. Because the 

benefits of short-term mating are so great to all men, perceptions of the benefits are not 

expected to differ as a function of relationship status (Hypothesis 8). 

 Costs 

 

 Forced Commitment 

 

Women experience jealousy when they think their partner is investing more time 

and resources into another woman, and as a result of their jealousy, may opt to end their 

current relationship or have a retaliatory affair, both of which are costly to men (see Buss, 
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2000 for review). Therefore, men in a relationship should perceive the risk of forced 

commitment to a short-term mate as more costly than single men. 

Prediction 8.1: Men in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with forced commitment as larger than will single men. 

 Prediction 8.2: Men in a relationship will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 costs associated with forced commitment as greater than will single men. 

 Decreased Attractiveness as a Long-term Mate 

When engaging in short-term mating men risk earning a reputation as being 

unable to commit to a relationship. This may be particularly costly for men in a 

relationship because not only will they be perceived as not being able to commit, but they 

risk earning a reputation as a cheater as well. Therefore, men in a relationship should 

perceive the risk of decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate as a costly outcome of 

engaging in short-term mating. 

Prediction 8.3: Men in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with long-term mate attractiveness as larger than will single men. 

 Prediction 8.4: Men in a relationship will perceive the likelihood of receiving 

 costs associated with long-term mate attractiveness as greater than will single 

 men. 

 Puts Himself in Unsafe Situations 

Men in a relationship risk their long-term partner finding out about their extra-pair 

copulations. Detection can occur in a variety of ways, one of which is through the short-

term partners themselves or their own long-term partners. This suggests men in a 
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relationship should be hypersensitive to putting themselves in situations that could lead to 

partner detection. One solution is to avoid situations they perceive as high risk and to 

perceive the potential to experience risky situations as costly outcomes of short-term 

mating. 

 Prediction 8.5: Men in a relationship will perceive the magnitude of costs 

 associated with being in unsafe situations as larger than will single men. 

Similar to women, perceptions of the benefits and costs may not just be affected 

by being in a relationship, but instead, may be influenced by how satisfied a man is with 

the relationship and his long-term partner. Low levels of satisfaction with a current 

romantic partner may indicate a man is looking to get rid of the current partner or switch 

to a new mate. Instead of staying in the relationship, men may benefit from engaging in 

short-term mating to either reap direct reproductive benefits or to find a new long-term 

mate (Buss, 2003; Symons, 1979). If decreased relationship satisfaction motivates men to 

engage in short-term mating, then their evolved mating mechanisms should perceive the 

benefits and costs and likelihood of receiving those benefits and costs of short-term 

mating differently than those of individuals high in relationship satisfaction (Hypothesis 

9). 

 Benefits 

 

 Sexual Satisfaction 

 

One reason men may report decreased satisfaction with a current relationship 

partner is a decrease in the frequency of sexual intercourse. Decreased sexual intercourse 
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with an in-pair partner may motivate a man to seek sexual satisfaction from someone 

else. Men with decreased relationship satisfaction should, therefore, perceive receiving 

sexual satisfaction as a beneficial outcome of short-term mating. 

Prediction 9.1: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of sexual satisfaction benefits as larger than will men with increased 

 relationship satisfaction. 

 Prediction 9.2: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving sexual satisfaction benefits as greater than will men with 

 increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Assess Mate Value 

One benefit men may obtain from short-term mating is assessing their mate value 

which should decrease investing effort into mating attempts unlikely to be successful. 

Assessing one’s mate value may be particularly beneficial to men with decreased 

relationship satisfaction because of their potential interest in acquiring a new long-term 

partner. Men with decreased relationship satisfaction should perceive benefits associated 

with assessing their mate value as more beneficial than men with increased relationship 

satisfaction. 

 Prediction 9.3: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of benefits associated with assessing their mate value as larger than 

 will men with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Long-term Mate Assessment 
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If men with decreased relationship satisfaction are engaging in short-term mating 

to find a new long-term partner, then they should perceive assessing women as potential 

long-term mates as a beneficial outcome of short-term mating. 

Prediction 9.4: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as larger than 

 will men with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Prediction 9.5: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving benefits associated with long-term mate assessment as 

 greater than will men with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Costs 

 

 Forced Commitment 

 

One outcome of short-term mating is a forced long-term relationship—women 

may become pregnant and demand resources from their short-term partner. Men who 

have much to lose in their current relationship should perceive this as particularly costly. 

Not only would they have to divert investment and resources to another woman, which 

by itself is a cost, but these men also risk losing their current partner. Therefore, men 

with increased relationship satisfaction should perceive the risk of forced commitment a 

costly outcome of short-term mating. 

 Prediction 9.6: Men with increased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with forced commitment as larger than will men 

 with decreased relationship satisfaction. 
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 Wanted Relationship to be Long-term 

If men with decreased relationship satisfaction engage in short-term mating to 

find a new long-term partner, then failing to convert a casual relationship into a 

committed relationship should be perceived by these men as a costly outcome of short-

term mating. 

Prediction 9.7: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of costs associated with wanting a relationship to be long-term as 

 larger than men with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Prediction 9.8: Men with decreased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 likelihood of receiving costs associated with wanting a relationship to be long-

 term as greater than will men with increased relationship satisfaction. 

 Relationship Problems 

Losing a long-term partner due to partner defection may be particularly costly to 

men who are highly invested in their long-term relationship, as investment may be 

indicative of a high-quality long-term partner. This suggests men who report being 

satisfied in their current relationship should perceive the risk of relationship problems as 

a costly outcome of engaging in short-term mating. 

 Prediction 9.9: Men with increased relationship satisfaction will perceive the 

 magnitude of relationship problems as larger than will men with decreased 

 relationship satisfaction. 
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OTHER PROXIMAL VARIABLES HYPOTHESIZED TO INFLUENCE COST-BENEFIT 

CALCULUS OF SHORT-TERM MATING 

 

 There may be other proximal information about an individual’s context that 

influences perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-term mating. Specifically 

previous research suggests differences in individuals’ personality, self-esteem, and sexual 

history affect mating decisions. 

Personality 

 

 Interest in short-term mating differs as a function of the constellation of an 

individual’s Big-5 personality traits (Schmitt, 2004; Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008). For 

both men and women, being high in extraversion and low in agreeableness and 

conscientiousness positively correlates with current interest in short-term mating (Buss & 

Shackelford, 1997; Schmitt, 2004; Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008; Snyder, Simpson, & 

Gangestad, 1986; Wright & Reise, 1997). The effects of openness and neuroticism are 

less clear. One study found being high in openness only correlated with interest in short-

term mating in women (Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008), but another study found the 

relationship in men (Buss & Shackelford, 1997). Only one study has directly examined 

the relationship between neuroticism and interest in short-term mating and found a 

positive correlation only in women (Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008). To assess effects of 

personality on perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-term mating, participants in 

the current study completed a measure of the Big-5. 
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Self-Esteem 

 

 Kirkpatrick & Ellis (2001) suggested one function of self-esteem is to track 

desirability as a mate relative to other available mates. In short-term mating contexts, this 

would be especially relevant to men because their mate value influences their likelihood 

of acquiring short-term mates (Penke & Denissen, 2008; Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). 

Men who experience success at short-term mating should perceive themselves as higher 

in mate value relative to other men and therefore should experience a rise in self-esteem 

(Kirkpatrick & Ellis, 2001). Conversely, experiencing rejection by potential short-term 

mates should lead to decreased perceptions of one’s mate value and therefore a decreased 

self-esteem (Kavanaugh, Robins, & Ellis, 2010). Research suggests there is a relationship 

between self-perceived mate value and self-esteem in men considering short-term sexual 

relationships (Penke & Denissen, 2008). Furthermore the relationship between one’s own 

mate value and preferences for a high or low quality romantic partner is mediated by 

one’s self-esteem (Kavanaugh et al., 2010). These findings suggest an individual’s self-

esteem may affect perceptions of the potential outcomes of short-term mating. To address 

this in the present study, participants completed a measure of self-esteem. 

Sexual History 

 

One of the factors influencing likelihood of engaging in short-term mating is 

individuals’ general attitudes towards short-term mating. One way to measure attitudes 

about short-term mating is by assessing an individual’s sociosexual orientation (SOI; 

Gangestad & Simpson, 1990; Jackson & Kirkpatrick, 2007; Penke & Asendorpf, 2008; 
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Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; 1992). Sociosexuality is a composite measure of 

individuals’ short-term mating history, attitudes towards short-term mating, and their 

sexual desires. Individuals high in sociosexuality have an unrestricted sociosexual 

orientation; that is, they place great emphasis on casual sex and low commitment 

relationships. Conversely individuals low in sociosexuality have a restricted sociosexual 

orientation, illustrated by few previous sexual relationships and an increased need for 

commitment before engaging in sexual intercourse (Gangestad & Simpson, 1990). 

Therefore because an individual’s sociosexual orientation influences interest in casual 

sexual encounters, sociosexuality was assessed in the present study. 

 Another factor influencing likelihood of engaging in short-term mating is the 

outcome of previous short-term mating experiences. Specifically, previously 

experiencing a negative emotional state, such as regret, after engaging in short-term 

mating decreases willingness to engage in future short-term mating. People often feel 

regret after short-term mating if they had expectations of a longer relationship (Paul & 

Hayes, 2002), and this type of sexual regret is more commonly reported by women than 

men (Roese et al., 2006). Regret is also common if people feel their partner used them for 

sex, and they report a decrease in feelings of pride as a result (Campbell, 2008; de Graaf 

& Sandfort, 2004). As a result of feeling sexual regret, people report a decreased desire to 

engage in short-term mating in the future (Campbell, 2008). Because feelings of regret 

can influence desires to engage in short-term mating, the present study included an 

assessment of participants’ emotional states after their most recent casual sexual 

encounter (cf. Campbell, 2008). 
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METHOD 

Participants 

 

 A total of 348 participants were recruited, 183 men and 157 women (8 people did 

not report their gender). Ages ranged from 18 to 75 (M = 31.14, SD = 11.87). Ethnicities 

included: 195 Caucasian, 22 Hispanic, 8 African-American, 53 Asian, 57 Indian, and 13 

people who did not report their ethnicity. Two hundred and eighteen participants reported 

being in some type of relationship ranging from dating (35) to married (110) with an 

average relationship length of 7.18 years (SD = 8.04). 

Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk is 

a small-task crowdsourcing marketplace operated through Amazon.com. Requesters can 

distribute small tasks to a large number of workers online for a small price. Workers were 

required to be English speaking, and have an approval rating of 95% from previous 

requesters of their work. Workers received $0.35 for completion of the task, a rate similar 

to other tasks on MTurk that take the same amount of time to complete.  Research into 

the efficacy of MTurk suggests that participants recruited via MTurk at this approval 

rating level generate data as reliable as data collected via traditional offline methods 

(Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). 

Materials 

 

 The full questionnaire for Study 1 is contained in Appendix C. 

 

 Benefits and Costs. The clusters of benefits and costs to men and women created 

from the verification portion of the act nomination were used (see Tables 3 – 6 for 
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categories). To prevent influencing participants’ decisions regarding the benefits and 

costs, the clusters were grouped together for each gender and were labeled as potential 

outcomes of short-term mating. Participants completed two assessments for both women 

and men: an assessment of the likelihood a women [man] could receive each outcome on 

a 1 to 7 scale (1 = highly likely and 7 = highly unlikely) and an assessment of the 

magnitude of each outcome on a scale from -5 (Extremely costly) to 5 (Extremely 

beneficial). Instructions for this portion were modified from Greiling and Buss (2000; see 

Appendix C). Participants responded in the third person to be as consistent as possible 

with findings from Greiling and Buss (2000). As a control, participants identified who 

they were thinking about while they made their assessments. 

 Demographic Measures. Participants provided their age, gender, ethnicity, 

sexual orientation, current relationship status and length of current relationship. 

Participants in a relationship also answered four questions regarding their relationship 

satisfaction. These questions are measured on an 8-point Likert scale (0 = Not at all, 7 = 

Extremely) and are summed to get an overall relationship satisfaction score. All 

participants reported their current desire to have children on a 5-point scale in which 1 is 

no current desire and 5 is a strong current desire to have children. 

Mate Value. The Components of Mate Value Survey (CMVS; Fisher et al., 2008) 

is a 22 item measure that encompasses 7 aspects of mate value based on mate preferences 

(Buss, 1989): views of the opposite sex (cf. Landolt et al., 1995), sociality, parenting, 

wealth, looks, relationship history, and fear of failure. Questions are answered on a 7-
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point Likert scale where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree. Items are summed 

for each subscale and higher scores indicate a higher mate value.  

 Participants provided self-assessments of their face, bodily and overall 

attractiveness on 5-point scales in which 1 is not at all attractive and 5 is extremely 

attractive. To further assess mate value, participants provided ratings of their likelihood 

of success at obtaining a short-term and long-term mate on 5-point scales in which 1 is 

not at all likely and 5 is very likely. Participants also provided their perceptions of their 

own value on the mating market on a 10-point scale in which 1 is very low value and 10 

is very high value. 

 Status. Participants completed the Self-Perceived Social Status Scale (SSSS; 

Buttermore & Kirkpatrick, submitted) using a 7-point Likert scale where 1 is strongly 

disagree and 7 is strongly agree. The SSSS consists of two subscales: self-perceived 

dominance and self-perceived prestige. Higher scores on each subscale indicate greater 

self-perceptions of dominance and prestige. 

 Sex-specific measures. Women provided their age at first menstruation and 

whether they are currently experiencing menopause. To assess father absence, women 

reported if their father was present in their home until adolescence, and if he was not, at 

what age he left the home. Father leaving was defined as separation, divorce or death (cf. 

Belsky et al., 1991). 

 Men reported if they have any children, the number of children they have and the 

age of their oldest child. To assess current mating effort, men completed the Mating-

Effort Scale (MES; Rowe et al., 1997). The MES is measured on a 5-point Likert scale 
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where 1 is strongly disagree and 5 is strongly agree. Scores are summed and higher 

scores indicate greater effort currently being devoted to mating. To assess parenting 

effort, participants will answer 7 researcher generated questions measured on the same 5-

point Likert scale as the MES. Scores are summed and higher scores indicate greater 

effort currently devoted to parenting. 

 Mating measures. Two questions from Buss and Schmitt (1993) were used to 

measure how much participants are currently seeking a short-term mate and a long-term 

mate. Participants received the following definitions: short-term mate is a one-night 

stand, casual sex, etc., and long-term mate is a committed romantic relationship, spouse, 

etc. Both questions are scored on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 is not at all and 5 is 

strongly currently seeking. 

 Participants also completed the Revised Sociosexuality Inventory (SOI-R; Penke 

& Asendorpf, 2008). The SOI-R measures an individual’s willingness to, and attitudes 

towards, short-term mate. It consists of three subscales: behaviors, attitudes and desires. 

Answers are summed up to provide a total sociosexuality score. Higher SOI-R scores 

indicate a more unrestricted sociosexual orientation. 

 Positive and negative emotions regarding participants’ last short-term mating 

experience were measured using a questionnaire from Campbell (2008). Participants 

were instructed to think of the last time they engaged in short-term mating (e.g., one-

night stand, casual sex, etc) and to answer 12 questions as they apply to that specific 

experience. Six of the questions reflect positive emotions and six reflect negative 

emotions potentially experienced after short-term mating. Questions are answered on a 4-
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point Likert scale where 0 is definitely not and 3 is definitely. The six positive questions 

are summed to provide a total positive score and the six negative questions are summed 

to provide a total negative score. 

Other measures. The Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, 

& Swann, 2003) consists of 10 pairs of adjectives rated on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 

is disagree strongly and 7 is agree strongly. The TIPI produces scores for the five factors 

of personality and higher scores on each factor indicate a greater expression of the trait. 

 The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1989) consists of 10 statements 

that measure global self-esteem. Items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale where 1 is 

strongly disagree and 4 is strongly agree. The 10 items are summed and higher scores 

indicate a higher global self-esteem. 

Procedure 

 

 Participants viewed the study description on MTurk which explained that they 

would answer questions about their personality and sexual history. The description 

provided a link to the survey hosted at Qualtrics.com. Participants first provided informed 

consent and then completed the questionnaire. All measures were completed in the same 

order (see Appendix C for order) and took about 30 minutes to complete. Upon 

completion, participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation. This page 

also instructed participants how to receive payment on MTurk for their participation. 

RESULTS 

 



 108 

 Because of the large number of predictions, results are presented by hypothesis 

with a brief discussion regarding the findings for each specific hypothesis. Participants 

who failed the manipulation check and who were non-heterosexual were excluded from 

analyses, leaving 116 men and 105 women included in analyses. 

Women’s Mate Value 

 

 Predictions regarding women’s mate value were tested three ways: using a 

measure of women’s overall mate value (total score on the CMVS; Fisher et al., 2008), 

using the mean rating of women’s self-perceived physical attractiveness, and using 

women’s age. Women’s mate value and self-perceived physical attractiveness were 

strongly correlated (r = .64, p = .00), therefore their effects were analyzed in separate 

hierarchical linear regressions for each prediction. Using the method from previous 

research (Easton et al., 2010), women’s ages were sorted into three categories: high 

reproductive value (ages 18 to 26), declining fertility (ages 27 to 45) and menopause 

(ages 46 and up). Predictions regarding women’s ages were tested using ANCOVA. 

Because predictions regarding age were framed regarding remaining fertility, results from 

menopausal women are not considered here. Previous research suggests the influence of 

mate value on willingness to engage in short-term mating is affected by self-esteem, 

sociosexuality, and the experience of sexual regret, therefore these variables were 

included in all analyses as covariates (Campbell, 2008; Kavanaugh et al., 2010; Mikach 

& Bailey, 1999). For space considerations, assumption tests for each regression model 

are not presented—but each model met the required assumptions. 
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 Predictions 1.1 – 1.6. Women with lower mate value were predicted to perceive 

the magnitude of status enhancement benefits as larger than women with higher mate 

value (1.1 – 1.3). Women pre-age 26 (M = 2.20, SD = 2.72) found status enhancement 

benefits more beneficial than women older than age 26 (M = .82, SD = 2.84), t (99) = -

2.08, p = .04, d = .50 [Overall F(2, 99) = 2.40, p =.10, d = .36]. Perceptions of the 

benefits did not differ as a function of mate value, β = .06, SE = .02, t(100) = .58, p = .56, 

or self-perceived physical attractiveness, β = .08, SE = .39, t(100) = .74, p = .46. 

 Women with higher mate value were predicted to perceive the likelihood of 

receiving such benefits as greater than women with lower mate value (1.4 - 1.6). Higher 

mate value women perceived a greater likelihood of enhancing status than did lower mate 

value women, but women’s self-perceived attractiveness did not affect perceptions (see 

Table 9). Women’s age also did not affect perceptions, F(2, 99) = .46, p = .63 (young: M 

= 3.43, SD = 1.40; old: M = 3.30, SD = 1.42). Therefore, the effects of women’s mate 

value on status enhancement benefits received mixed support. 

 Predictions 1.7 – 1.12. Women with lower mate value were predicted to perceive 

assessing mate value as more beneficial than women with higher mate value (1.7 – 1.9). 

Perceptions did not differ as a function of women’s mate value β = -.02, SE =.01, t(100) 

= -.12, p = .91, or attractiveness, β = .30, SE = .33, t(100) = .91, p = .36. Perceptions did 

differ as a function of women’s age, but in the opposite way than predicted. Women with 

higher reproductive value (M = 1.40, SD = 2.44) perceived assessing mate value as more 

beneficial than women with lower reproductive value (M = .23, SD = 2.03), t(99) = -2.45, 

p = .02, d = .53 [Overall F(2, 99) = 3.54, p = .03, d = .43]. Further exploration revealed 
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that, in general, women did not perceive assessing mate value as a beneficial outcome of 

short-term mating (M = .87, SD = 2.23), which may explain the lack of differences in 

women’s perceptions. 

Table 9: Women’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Likelihood of Status Enhancement 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  1.88  1.02    1.84  .07 

SOI   -.02  .02  -.09  -.94  .35 

Self-Esteem  -.01  .03  -.04  -.40  .69 

Sex Regret  -.02  .03  -.07  -.75  .46 

Mate Value  .03  .01  .35  3.26  .002 

F(4, 100) = 3.14, p = .02, R
2
 = 12.2% 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.60  1.05    2.47  .02 

SOI   -.01  .02  -.03  -.32  .75 

Self-Esteem  .02  .29  .08  .69  .50 

Sex Regret  -.02  .29  -.05  -.53  .60 

Attractiveness .14  .20  .08  .69  .49 

 

 Women with higher mate value were predicted to perceive the likelihood of 

assessing mate value as greater than women with lower mate value. Perceptions did not 

differ as a function of women’s mate value, but the prediction received marginal support 

using women’s self-perceived physical attractiveness (see Table 10). Additionally, 

younger women (M = 5.06, SD = 1.26) perceived a greater likelihood than older women 

(M = 4.09, SD = 1.24), t(99) = -3.19, p = .01, d = .79 [Overall: F(2, 99) = 5.91, p = .004, 

d = .56]. Although one set of results was in the predicted direction, overall these results 

suggest women’s mate value does not influence perceptions of assessing mate value. 
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Table 10: Women’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Likelihood of Assessing Mate Value 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  4.25  1.10    3.87  .00 

SOI   .02  .02  .09  .89  .37 

Self-Esteem  -.01  .03  -.05  -.44  .67 

Sex Regret  -.02  .03  -.08  -.75  .45 

Mate Value  .00  .01  .06  .54  .59 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  4.22  1.06    3.98  .00 

SOI   .01  .02  .05  .51  .61 

Self-Esteem  -.03  .03  -.11  -.95  .35 

Sex Regret  -.02  .03  -.08  -.79  .43 

Attractiveness .34  .21  .19  1.64  .10 

F(4, 100) = 1.18, p = .32, R
2
 = 3.42% 

 

 Predictions 1.13 - 1.18. It was predicted that women with lower mate value 

would perceive improving self-worth as a more beneficial outcome of short-term mating 

than women with higher mate value (1.13 – 1.15). Perceptions did not differ as a function 

of women’s mate value, β = .01, SE = .02, t(100) = .67, p = .50, or women’s self-

perceived attractiveness, β = .21, SE = .40, t(100) = .53, p = .60. Perceptions also did not 

differ as a function of women’s age, F(2, 99) = 1.37, p = .26 (young: M = .51, SD = 3.00; 

old: M = -.51, SD = 2.56). In general, women did not find improving self-worth to be a 

beneficial outcome of short-term mating (M = -.12, SD = 2.78), which may explain why 

perceptions of the magnitude did not differ as a function of mate value. 

 Lower mate value women were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

improving self-worth by engaging in short-term mating than higher mate value women 

(1.16 – 1.18). Perceptions did not differ as a function of women’s mate value, β = .01, SE 
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= .01, t(100) = .59, p = .56, or women’s self-perceived attractiveness, β = .18, SE = .21, 

t(100) = .86, p = .40. Women’s age also did not influence perceptions, F(2, 99) = 2.22, p 

= .11 (young: M = 5.14, SD = 1.57; old: M = 4.48, SD = 1.27). These predictions were 

not supported—women’s mate value does not affect perceptions of the magnitude of, or 

likelihood of, improving self-worth after engaging in short-term mating. 

 Predictions 1.19 – 1.21. It was predicted that lower mate value women would 

perceive the likelihood of assessing men as potential long-term mates as greater than 

higher mate value women. These predictions were not supported: Mate value: β = .01, SE 

= .01, t(100) = 1.02, p = .31, Attractiveness: β = .23, SE = .23, t(100) = .96, p = .34, Age: 

F(2, 99) = .41, p = .67 (young: M = 4.69, SD = 1.73; old: M = 4.36; SD = 1.62). 

Therefore, women perceive assessing men as potential long-term mates as equally likely, 

regardless of their mate value. 

 Predictions 1.22-1.24. Women with higher mate value were predicted to perceive 

acquiring material goods as more a more likely outcome of short-term mating than 

women with lower mate value. All three predictions were supported. Women with higher 

mate value and higher self-perceived physical attractiveness perceived a greater 

likelihood of receiving material goods (see Table 11). Younger women (M = 4.83, SD = 

1.34) perceived a greater likelihood than older women (M = 4.02, SD = 1.68), t(99) = -

2.58, p = .01, d = .53 [Overall F(2, 99) = 3.33, p = .04, d = .42].  
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Table 11: Women’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Likelihood of Acquiring Goods 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.27  1.08    2.10  .04 

SOI   -.00  .02  -.01  -.07  .94 

Self-Esteem  -.04  .03  -.15  -1.47  .15 

Sex Regret  .03  .03  .10  1.04  .30 

Mate Value  .03  .01  .41  3.97  .00 

F(4, 100) = 4.51, p = .002, R
2
 = 17.14% 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  3.02  1.10    2.73  .01 

SOI   .00  .02  .01  .10  .92 

Self-Esteem  -.02  .03  -.09  .84  .40 

Sex Regret  .03  .03  .11  1.15  .25 

Attractiveness .53  .21  .28  2.47  .02 

F(4, 100) = 2.05, p = .09, R
2
 = 7.56% 

 

 Predictions 1.25 – 1.30. It was predicted that women with lower mate value 

would perceive the potential for offspring with better genes as a more beneficial outcome 

of short-term mating than women with higher mate value (1.25 – 1.27). This was not 

supported by the data: Mate Value: β = .01, SE = .02, t(100) = .70, p = .49; 

Attractiveness: β = .21, SE = .39, t(100) = .54, p = .59; Age: F(2, 99) = .48, p = .62 

(young: M = 1.97, SD = 2.92; old: M = 1.86, SD = 2.54). 

 Women with higher mate value were predicted to perceive the likelihood of the 

potential for offspring with better genes as greater than women with lower mate value. 

This was marginally supported using women’s mate value, but not using women’s 

attractiveness (see Table 12). This was also not supported using women’s age, F(2,99) = 

.47, p = .63 (young: M = 3.71, SD = 1.64; old: M = 3.50, SD = 1.37). These results 
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indicate that regardless of mate value, women perceive the potential for having offspring 

with better genes as equally beneficial and equally likely to be received. 

Table 12: Women’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Likelihood of Good Genes Offspring 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  4.39  1.10    3.98  .00 

SOI   -.02  .02  -.12  -1.12  .27 

Self-Esteem  -.05  .03  -.21  -1.90  .06 

Sex Regret  -.02  .03  -.07  -.66  .51 

Mate Value  .02  .01  .21  1.91  .06 

F(4, 100) = 1.34, p = .26, R
2
 = 4.41% 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  4.81  1.10    4.39  .00 

SOI   -.02  .02  -.09  -.85  .40 

Self-Esteem  -.04  .03  -.16  -1.38  .17 

Sex Regret  -.02  .03  -.06  -.56  .58 

Attractiveness .16  .21  .09  .76  .45 

 

 Predictions 1.31 – 1.33. Higher mate value women were predicted to perceive 

receiving a disease as a more likely outcome of short-term mating than women with 

lower mate value. Perceptions of disease risk did not differ as a function of women’s 

reported mate value, β = .01, SE = .08, t(100) = 1.27, p = .21, but did differ as a function 

of self-perceived attractiveness (see Table 13). Age did not influence perceptions of 

disease risk, F(2,99) = .77, p = .47 (young: M = 5.46, SD = 1.52; old: M = 5.34, SD = 

1.29). Overall women perceived disease risk as a highly likely outcome of engaging in 

short-term mating (M = 5.50, SD = 1.31), regardless of their mate value, but this 

perception was especially pronounced in women who perceive themselves as high in 

physical attractiveness. 
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Table 13: Women’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Disease Risk 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  4.06  1.00    4.06  .00 

SOI   -.01  .02  -.04  -.40  .69 

Self-Esteem  .01  .03  .03  .27  .79 

Sex Regret  .04  .03  .15  1.53  .13 

Mate Value  .01  .08  .14  1.27  .21 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  4.17  .97    4.32  .00 

SOI   -.01  .02  -.07  -.72  .47 

Self-Esteem  -.00  .03  -.01  -.10  .92 

Sex Regret  .04  .03  .15  1.55  .13 

Attractiveness .38  .19  .23  2.05  .04 

F(4, 100) = 1.89, p = ..12, R
2
 = 3.46% 

 

 Predictions 1.34 – 1.36. It was predicted that women with higher mate value 

would perceive a decrease in status as a more costly outcome of short-term mating than 

women with lower mate value. Results did not support these predictions: Mate value: β = 

-.01, SE = .01, t(100) = -.58, p = .56; Attractiveness: β = .42, SE = .32, t(100) = 1.33, p = 

.19; Age: F(2, 99) = .30, p = .74 (young: M = -2.23, SD = 2.02; old: M = -2.30, SD = 

2.49). Therefore, perceptions of the magnitude of a decrease in status do not differ as a 

function of women’s mate value. 

 Predictions 1.37 – 1.42. Women with higher mate value were predicted to 

perceive wanting the relationship to be long-term as more costly than women with lower 

mate value (1.37 – 1.39). Women’s mate value did not affect perceptions of the 

costliness, β = .004, SE = .02, t(100) = .24, p = .81. Neither did women’s self-perceived 

physical attractiveness: β = .08, SE = .41, t(100) = .19, p = .85 or women’s age: F(2, 99) 
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= .02, p = .98 (young: M = -.49, SD = 2.62; old: M = -.50, SD = 3.01). Overall women do 

not perceive wanting the short-term relationship to be long-term as costly (M = -.55, SD = 

2.81), which may explain the lack of a difference in perceptions of costliness. 

 Women with lower mate value were predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

experiencing wanting the relationship to be long-term than women with higher mate 

value (1.40 – 1.42). Women’s mate value did not influence likelihood perceptions, β = 

.01, SE = .01, t(100) = 1.10, p = .27. There was a marginal relationship between 

attractiveness and perceived likelihood, but in the opposite direction of the prediction, β = 

.37, SE = .23, t(100) = 1.67, p = .10. Age also did not affect perception likelihood, F(2, 

99) = 2.04, p = .14 (young: M = 4.83, SD = 1.64; old: M = 4.18, SD = 1.47). These results 

suggest perceptions of experiencing wanting a short-term relationship to be long-term do 

not differ as a function of women’s mate value. 

 Prediction 1.43. I predicted a curvilinear relationship such that women with high 

and low mate value would perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing decreased 

attractiveness as a long-term mate after engaging in short-term mating than would women 

with average mate value. This was not supported by the results, β = .56, SE = .00, t(99) = 

.91, p = .37. 

 Discussion. Of the 43 predictions regarding women’s mate value, nine were 

supported. In general, these results suggest women’s mate value does not influence 

perceptions of the magnitude, or likelihood of receiving, the benefits and costs of short-

term mating. Previous research suggests women’s mate value does not influence 

willingness to engage in short-term mating (Landolt et al., 1995; Mikach & Bailey, 1999) 
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and this appears to be supported by the present data. Women in the present sample 

reported an equal likelihood of seeking a short-term mate, regardless of their mate value 

(β = -.12, SE = .01, t(100) = -1.22, p = .23) or their self-perceived attractiveness (β = .04, 

SE = .13, t(100) = .43, p = .67), which further supports findings from previous research. 

If mate value does not influence women’s current desire to find a short-term mate, it is 

possible women’s evolved short-term mating mechanisms do not take input about current 

mate value when making mating decisions. 

 These results, however, may be due to women’s inability to accurately assess their 

own mate value or physical attractiveness. Recent research indicates women’s self-

assessments are not as accurate as third-party assessments of mate value (Back et al., 

2011). Therefore, results in the current study may not be due to the functioning of 

women’s evolved psychological mechanisms, but instead to inaccuracies in 

measurement. Future research should continue to explore the effects of women’s mate 

value on short-term mating behaviors using third-party assessments of mate value and 

physical attractiveness. 

Women’s Life History 

 

 Predictions regarding women’s life history were tested two ways: using women’s 

self-reports of whether their father was present or absent during childhood and their age 

at father absence, and women’s self-reported memory of age at menarche (see Table 14 

for menarche age frequencies). Women were sorted into one of three categories: father 

absent pre-age 7 (n = 16), father absent post-age 7 (n = 8), and father present (n = 80). 
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Because women’s desire to engage in short-term mating may be influenced by their 

current sociosexuality and feelings of sexual regret (Campbell, 2008; Gangestad & 

Simpson, 1990), these variables were included as covariates in these analyses. Father 

absence predictions were tested with ANCOVA and age at menarche predictions were 

tested with regression. For space considerations, assumption tests for each regression 

model are not presented—but each model met the required assumptions. 

Table 14: Frequency of Age at Menarche 

 Age  Frequency 

 8    1 

 9    4 

 10    8 

 11  16 

 12  20 

 13  31 

 14    9 

 15    5 

 16    6 

 18    2 

Note: 3 women did not report their age at menarche. 

 

 Predictions 2.1 – 2.4. Women who experienced father absence pre-age 7 or an 

earlier age of menarche were predicted to perceive not having to form a commitment as 

more beneficial than women with later father absence or father presence and later 

menarche (2.1-2.2). Perceptions of the magnitude did not differ as a function of the 

presence or absence of a woman’s father, F(2, 99) = .88, p = .42 (Early absence: M = 

1.81, SD = 2.32; Late absence: M = .87, SD = 2.95; Present: M = .80, SD = 2.45). 

Additionally, perceptions did not differ as a function of age at menarche, β = .05, SE = 

.11, t(100) = .48, p = .63. 
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 Women who experienced early father absence and earlier onset of menarche were 

also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of not having to form a commitment when 

engaging in short-term mating compared to women with later father absence or father 

presence and later onset of menarche (2.3 – 2.4). There was a marginal difference in the 

presence of a father on perceptions of likelihood, F(2,99) = 2.75, p = .07, d = .46. Women 

who experienced early father absence (M = 6.44, SD = 1.09) perceived a greater 

likelihood than women whose father remained present (M = 5.58, SD = 1.48), t(99) = -

2.29, p = .02, d = .61. Early father absence women did not differ from late father absent 

women (M = 6.00, SD = 1.41), t(99) = -1.10, p = .43. Age of menarche did not affect 

perceptions of likelihood, β = -.03, SE = .06, t(100) = -.34, p = .74. Overall, these results 

suggest women’s life history strategy does not influence perceptions of not having to 

form a commitment when engaging in short-term mating. 

 Predictions 2.5 – 2.8. Women with early father absence and earlier onset of 

menarche were predicted to perceive receiving sexual satisfaction during short-term 

mating as more beneficial than women with late father absence or father presence and a 

later onset of menarche (2.5 – 2.6). Perceptions did not differ as a function of the absence 

or presence of a woman’s father, F(2, 99) = .28, p = .76 (Early absence: M = 3.25, SD = 

1.77; Late absence: M = 2.63, SD = 1.69; Present: M = 3.01, SD = 2.10). Perceptions also 

did not differ as a function of menarche age, β = .10, SE = .08, t(100) = 1.07, p = .29. 

 Women with early father absence and earlier onset of menarche were also 

predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of receiving sexual satisfaction than women 

with late father absence or father presence and a later onset of menarche (2.7 – 2.8). 
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Perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing sexual satisfaction did not differ as a 

function of the presence of a woman’s father, F(2, 99) = .08, p = .92 (Early: M = 5.56, SD 

= 1.32; Late: M = 5.50, SD = 1.07; Present: M = 5.62, SD = 1.15), or the age of 

menarche, β = .01, SE = .05, t(100) = .13, p = .90. Results suggest perceptions of the 

magnitude of, and likelihood of receiving, sexual satisfaction when engaging in short-

term mating do not differ between women with different life history strategies.  

 Predictions 2.9 – 2.12. It was predicted women who experienced later father 

absence or had a father present would perceive assessing men as potential long-term 

mates as more beneficial than women who had early father absence. This was also 

predicted for women with later menarche compared to women with earlier menarche (2.9 

– 2.10). Women’s perceptions of the magnitude of assessing men as potential long-term 

mates did not differ based on the presence or absence of their father, F(2, 99) = 1.18, p = 

.31 (Early: M = .06, SD = 2.11; Late: M = 1.50, SD = 2.45; Present: M = .83, SD = 2.26). 

Perceptions also did not differ based on timing of menarche, β = .05, SE = .10, t(100) = 

.53, p = .60. The lack of a significant difference may be because, in general, women did 

not perceive the opportunity to assess men as potential long-term mates as particularly 

beneficial, rating it .77 (SD = 2.25) out of 5.  

 Perceptions of the likelihood of being able to assess men as potential long-term 

mates was also predicted to differ based on father presence or absence and menarche 

timing such that women with later (or present) father absence and later menarche would 

perceive a greater likelihood of assessing men than other women (2.11 – 2.12). 

Perceptions did not differ as a function of the presence or absence of a woman’s father, 
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F(2, 99) = .43, p = .65 (Early: M = 4.87, SD = 1.46; Late: M = 4.38, SD = 1.77; Present: 

M = 4.45, SD = 1.65), or the timing of menarche, β = .13, SE = .07, t(100) = 1.30, p = .20. 

These results suggest perceptions of the likelihood of being able to assess men as 

potential long-term mates while engaging in short-term mating do not differ as a function 

of the experience of any environmental stressors in childhood. 

 Predictions 2.13 – 2-16. Women who experienced father absence at an early age 

or who experienced earlier menarche were predicted to perceive the potential for higher 

quality offspring as more beneficial than women who experienced father absence at a 

later age or did not experience father absence, or who had a later menarche (2.13 – 2.14). 

Women’s perceptions of the magnitude of the potential for offspring with high quality 

genes did not differ regardless of father absence or presence, F (2, 99) = .49, p = .61 

(Early: M = 2.25, SD = 2.15; Late: M = 2.25, SD = 2,92; Present: M = 1.70, SD = 2.81). 

Perceptions also did not differ as a function of menarche, β = -.07, SE = .12, t(100) = -

.70, p = .49. 

 Perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing the potential for higher quality 

offspring were also predicted to differ such that women who experienced early father 

absence or early menarche would perceive a greater likelihood than women with a later 

father absence or no father absence, or a later menarche (2.15 – 2.16). There was no 

difference in perceptions of the likelihood of obtaining higher quality offspring for father 

absence or presence, F(2, 99) = 1.89, p = .16 (Early: M = 4.00, SD = 1.41; Late: M = 

4.00, SD = 1.77; Present: M = 3.36, SD = 1.42), or for timing of menarche, β = -.12, SE = 

.06, t(100) = -1.21, p = .23. Therefore, perceptions of the magnitude and likelihood of 
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receiving high quality offspring do not differ as a function of the amount of early 

environmental stress experienced by women. 

 Predictions 2.17 – 2.20. Perceptions of the magnitude of wanting a short-term 

relationship to be long-term were predicted to differ, such that it would be perceived as 

more costly by women who experienced either late father absence or no father absence 

compared to women who experienced early father absence. Similarly, women with later 

menarche were predicted to perceive it as more costly than women with an earlier 

menarche (2.17 – 2.18). Contrary to the prediction, there was a marginal difference, F (2, 

99) = 2.42, p = .09, d = .70, such that women who experienced early father absence (M = 

-1.50, SD = 2.85) perceived it as more costly than women who experienced late father 

absence (M = 1.12, SD = 2.53), t(99) = 2.20, p = .03, d = .99. There was no difference 

between early father absence and women whose father was present (M = -.59, SD = 2.75), 

t(99) = 1.22, p = .23. Perceptions did not differ based on timing of menarche, β = .02, SE 

= .12, t(100 = .16, p = .88. 

 Similarly, women who experienced either late father absence or no father absence 

were predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of wanting a short-term relationship to be 

long-term than women who experienced early father absence. Women with later 

menarche were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood compared to women with 

earlier menarche (2.19 – 2.20). There was no difference in perceptions based on the 

presence or absence of a father, F(2, 99) = 1.81, p = .17 (Early: M = 5.12, SD = 1.09; 

Late: M = 4.50, SD = 1.93; Present: M = 4.29, SD = 1.58), or the timing of menarche, β = 

.05, SE = .07, t(100) = .50, p = .62. In general, results suggest perceptions of the cost of 



 123 

wanting a long-term relationship do not differ as a function of women’s exposure to early 

stressors, although there was a trend for women who experienced early father absence to 

perceive it as more costly than women who experienced late father absence. This trend 

warrants further examination to better understand why women whose life history strategy 

indicates they should be less likely to want to engage in long-term mating may have this 

perception. 

 Predictions 2.21 – 2.24. It was predicted women with late, or no, father absence 

and women with later menarche would perceive missed long-term opportunities as more 

costly than women with early father absence or earlier menarche (2.21 – 2.22). There was 

no difference as a function of father presence or absence, F(2, 99) = .73, p = .48 (Early: 

M = -3.13, SD = 1.71; Late: M = -2.00, SD = 3.38; Present: M = -2.53, SD = 2.54). 

Perceptions also did not differ as a function of menarche timing, β = .01, SE = .11, t(100) 

= .11, p = .91. 

 It was also predicted women who experienced late, or no, father absence and 

women with later menarche would perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing missed 

long-term opportunities than women who experienced early father absence or earlier 

menarche (2.23 – 2.24). Contrary to the prediction, women with early father absence (M 

= 6.06, SD = .85) perceived a greater likelihood of missed long-term opportunities than 

women whose fathers were present during childhood (M = 4.95, SD = 1.49), t(99) = -

2.99, p = .003, d = .80. There was no difference between women who experienced early 

father absence and women who experienced late father absence (M = 5.62, SD = 1.49), 
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t(99) = -.70, p = .48 [Overall: F(2, 99) = 5.01, p = .01, d = .62]. Perceptions of the 

likelihood of experiencing missed long-term opportunities did not differ based on timing 

of menarche, β = .08, SE = .06, t(100) = -.78, p = .44. Three of the four predictions were 

not supported by the results—women who experienced less stress during early childhood 

did not perceive missed long-term opportunities as more costly than women who 

experienced greater stress during childhood. Perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing 

missed long-term opportunities when engaging in short-term mating did not differ as a 

function of menarche timing, but did differ as a function of the timing of father absence. 

Women who experienced earlier father absence perceived it as more likely than women 

whose fathers were present during childhood. It is unclear why these women had this 

perception given how much they tend to prefer short-term relationships over long-term 

committed relationships (see Ellis, 2005 for review). 

 Predictions 2.25 – 2.28. It was predicted women who experienced late, or no, 

father absence would perceive the risk of decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate as 

more costly than women who experienced early father absence. Women with later 

menarche were also predicted to perceive this as more costly than women with earlier 

menarche (2.25 – 2.26). There was no difference in perceptions based on father absence 

or presence, F(2, 99) = 2.30, p = .11 (Early: M = -2.56, SD = 1.90; Late: M = -.88, SD = 

3.04; Present: M = -2.66, SD = 2.23), or based on timing of menarche, β = .02, SE = .10, 

t(100) = .16, p = .88. 

 It was also predicted that women who experienced late, or no, father absence 

would perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing decreased attractiveness as a long-
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term mate than women who experienced early father absence. Women with later 

menarche were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood than women with earlier 

menarche (2.27 – 2.28). Perceptions did not differ as a function of father absence or 

presence, F(2, 99) = 1.29, p =. 28 (Early: M = 5.00, SD = 1.63; Late: M = 4.88, SD = 

1.46; Present: M = 4.44, SD = 1.47), or timing of menarche, β = -.02, SE = .06, t(100) = -

.22, p = .82. 

 Predictions 2.29 – 2.32. Women who experienced late, or no, father absence 

were predicted to perceive becoming pregnant because of a short-term mateship as more 

costly than women who experienced early father absence. Women with later onset of 

menarche were also predicted to perceive pregnancy as more costly than women with 

earlier onset of menarche (2.29 – 2.30). Perceptions did not differ as a function of father 

presence or absence, F(2, 99) = 1.31, p = .28 (Early: M = -3.56, SD = 2.00; Late: M = -

2.00, SD = 3.51; Present: M = -2.55, SD = 2.86), or timing of menarche, β = -.02, SE = 

.12, t(100) = -.16, p = .88. 

 It was also predicted perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing pregnancy as a 

result of engaging in short-term mating would differ such that women who experienced 

late, or no, father absence would perceive a greater likelihood than women who 

experienced early father absence. Similarly, women who experienced later onset of 

menarche were predicted to perceive a greater likelihood than women who experienced 

early onset of menarche (2.31 – 2.32). There was no significant difference between 

perceptions of the likelihood of pregnancy as a function of father absence or presence, 

F(2, 99) = 1.40, p = .25 (Early: M = 5.75, SD = 1.00; Late: M = 5.25, SD = 1.17; Present: 
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M = 5.10, SD = 1.51), or timing of menarche, β = -.05, SE = .06, t(100) = -.46, p = .65. 

Results indicate perceptions of the costliness of, and the likelihood of, experiencing 

pregnancy do not differ between women who experienced differing amounts of early 

childhood stress. 

 Predictions 2.33 – 2.36. Women who experienced late, or no, father absence 

were predicted to perceive a lack of investment or resources from a short-term partner as 

more costly than women who experienced early father absence. Women who experienced 

later onset of menarche were also predicted to perceive a lack of investment as more 

costly than women who experienced an earlier onset of menarche (2.33 – 2.34). There 

was no difference between women’s perceptions based on the presence or absence of a 

father, F(2, 99) = .54, p = .58 (Early: M = -1.81, SD = 2.74; Late: M = -1.25, SD = 2.82; 

Present: M = -2.19, SD = 2.22), or based on timing of menarche, β = .01, SE = .10, t(100) 

= .14, p = .89. 

 It was also predicted women who experienced late, or no, father absence or later 

menarche would perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing a lack of investment from 

a short-term partner than women who experienced early father absence or earlier 

menarche (2.35 – 2.36). Perceptions did not differ as a function of the presence or 

absence of a father, F(2, 99) = 2.88, p = .06 (Early: M = 4.31, SD = 1.49; Late: M = 5.25, 

SD = 1.28; Present: M = 4.09, SD = 1.33). The overall model was significant because of a 

difference between women who experienced late father absence and women who had a 

father present, but that is not presented here because it is not relevant to the prediction. 

Additionally, perceptions did not differ as a function of menarche timing, β = .07, SE = 
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.06, t(100) = .70, p = .49. These results suggest women’s perceptions of experiencing a 

lack of investment or resources from a short-term mate do not differ regardless of their 

life history strategy. 

 Discussion. Overall, results do not support the hypothesis that women’s 

perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-term mating should differ as a function of 

life history strategy. Much previous research has demonstrated a relationship between 

early father absence and adopting a more short-term oriented mating strategy in 

adulthood (e.g., Belsky et al., 1991; Draper & Harpending, 1982; see Ellis, 2005; 2011 

for review). These findings suggest women who experience early childhood stress should 

perceive short-term mating as beneficial, in order to increase the likelihood of choosing 

that mating strategy over other potential mating strategies. Results in the current study 

may not support this prediction because of low power. There were only 16 women who 

reported their father being absent in their lives prior to the age of seven, and only 8 who 

reported their father not being present after the age of seven.  

 Although the lack of power may explain current results, recent research suggests 

the effects of father absence on women’s sexuality may actually be due to confounding 

environmental factors and genetic factors (Ellis, Schlomer, Tilley, & Butler, 2012; 

Mendle et al., 2009). For example, Ellis and colleagues (2012) found the quality of 

father-daughter relationships predicted daughter’s later sexual behavior, regardless of 

whether or not the father was present in the home. Therefore, the lack of support in the 

present study may be because I did not obtain a complete picture of female participants’ 

childhood. Future research should continue to explore the effects of early father absence 



 128 

and the experience of general environmental stress on perceptions of short-term mating in 

women.  

Women’s Relationship Status 

 

 Relationship status predictions were tested using ANCOVA. Women who 

reported being in any type of relationship were grouped together (n = 63) and were 

compared to women who reported being single (n = 40). Two women did not report their 

relationship status and were excluded from this set of analyses. Because women’s current 

interest in engaging in short-term mating (Gangestad & Simpson, 1990) or previous 

experiences of sexual regret (Campbell, 2008) may influence perceptions of short-term 

mating, these were included as covariates. Previous research suggests there is no effect of 

the relationship between a woman’s relationship status and her self-esteem on her 

willingness to engage in short-term mating (Penke & Denissen, 2008); therefore self-

esteem was not included in these analyses.  

 Predictions 3.1 – 3.2. It was predicted women in a relationship would perceive 

not having to form a commitment with potential short-term mates as more beneficial than 

single women. Perceptions did not differ between single women (M = 1.06, SD = .3.01) 

and women in a relationship (M = .94, SD = 2.19), F(1, 99) = .10, p = .75. Overall 

women did not perceive not having to form a commitment as a benefit of short-term 

mating, rating it .97 (SD = 2.46) out of 5, which may explain why perceptions did not 

differ as a function of relationship status. 
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 Women in a relationship were also predicted to perceive the likelihood of not 

having to form a commitment as greater than single women. These perceptions also did 

not differ between women in a relationship (M = 5.62, SD = 1.52) and single women (M 

= 5.97, SD = 1.29), F(1, 99) = 1.92, p = .17. Results suggest women’s perceptions about 

not having to form a commitment do not differ as a function of their relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.3 – 3.4. Single women were predicted to perceive the opportunity 

to assess men as potential long-term mates as more beneficial than women in a 

relationship. There was no difference between the perceptions of single women (M = .86, 

SD = 2.48) and women in a relationship (M = .79, SD = 2.16), F(1, 99) = .01, p = .92. 

This may be explained by women’s low ratings of the magnitude of assessing men as 

potential long-term mates. In general, women rated this .79 (SD = 2.25) out of 5, 

indicating they did not find assessing men as potential long-term mates as particularly 

beneficial. 

 Single women were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of assessing 

men as potential long-term mates when engaging in short-term mating than women in a 

relationship. Perceptions did not differ between single women (M = 4.33, SD = 1.42) and 

women in a relationship (M = 4.63, SD = 1.74), F(1, 99) = .85, p = .36. Therefore 

perceptions of assessing men as potential long-term mates do not differ as a function of 

women’s relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.5 – 3.6. It was predicted single women would perceive the potential 

to hone their skills as a mate as a more beneficial outcome of short-term mating than 

women in a relationship. Single women’s perceptions (M = 1.25, SD = 2.53) did not 
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differ from those of women in a relationship (M = 1.35, SD = 2.36), F(1, 99) = .03, p = 

.87. 

 Single women were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of honing their 

skills as a mate when short-term mating than women in a relationship. Single women (M 

= 4.49, SD = 1.60) did perceive a greater likelihood compared to women in a relationship 

(M = 3.79, SD = 1.78), F(1, 99) = 3.80, p = .05, d = .41. Results indicate that although 

perceptions of how beneficial improving one’s mating skills did not differ between 

women, single women did perceive this as a more likely outcome of short-term mating 

than did women in a relationship. 

 Prediction 3.7. It was predicted women in a relationship would perceive the 

potential to produce offspring with high quality genes as a more beneficial outcome of 

short-term mating than single women. Perceptions did not differ between women in a 

relationship (M = 2.04, SD = 2.52) and single women (M = 1.34, SD = 3.01), F(1, 99) = 

1.37, p = .24. Therefore this prediction was not supported. 

 Predictions 3.8 – 3.9. Single women were predicted to perceive the risk of 

acquiring a disease as a costlier outcome of short-term mating than women in a 

relationship. Single women (M = -3.73, SD = 2.82) did not perceive disease risk as more 

costly than women in a relationship (M = -3.73, SD = 2.42), F(1, 99) = .02, p = .90. 

 Single women were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of acquiring a 

disease when engaging in short-term mating than women in a relationship. Perceptions 

did not differ between single women (M = 5.35, SD = 1.33) and women in a relationship 

(M = 5.60, SD = 1.31), F(1, 99) = 1.07, p = .30. These findings indicate women’s 
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perceptions of the risk of acquiring a disease do not differ as a function of their 

relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.10 – 3.11. It was predicted women in a relationship would perceive 

experiencing a decrease in status after engaging in short-term mating as more costly than 

single women. There was no difference in the perceptions of women in a relationship (M 

= -2.34, SD = 2.29) and those of single women (M = -2.41, SD = 2.23), F(1,99) = .001, p 

= .98. 

 Women in a relationship were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

experiencing a decrease in status after engaging in short-term mating than single women. 

Perceptions did not differ between women in a relationship (M = 4.65, SD = 1.35) and 

single women (M = 4.78, SD = 1.35), F(1, 99) = .08, p = .78. Therefore, perceptions of 

the magnitude of, and likelihood of experiencing, a decrease in status do not differ as a 

function of women’s relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.12 – 3.13. Single women were predicted to perceive wanting a 

short-term relationship to be long-term as more costly than women already in a 

relationship. Single women (M = -.52, SD = 2.90) did not differ from women in a 

relationship (M = -.51, SD = 2.78), F(1, 99) = .004, SD = .95. Overall women did not 

perceive wanting a short-term relationship to be long-term as a cost of short-term mating, 

rating it just -.55 (SD = 2.81) out of -5 on the magnitude scale, which may explain why 

perceptions did not differ based on women’s relationship status. 

 It was predicted single women would also perceive a greater likelihood of 

wanting a relationship to be long-term when engaging in short-term mating than women 
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already in a relationship. Perceptions did not differ between single women (M = 4.35, SD 

= 1.51) and women in a relationship (M = 4.49, SD = 1.61), F(1, 99) = .26, p = .61. These 

results suggest women’s perceptions of wanting a short-term relationship to be long-term 

do not differ as a function of relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.14 - 3.15. Single women were predicted to perceive missing 

opportunities to form a long-term relationship while engaging in short-term mating as 

more costly than women already in a relationship. Perceptions did not differ between 

single women (M = -2.40, SD = 2.57) and women in a relationship (M = -2.63, SD = 

2.47), F(1, 99) = .16, p = .69. 

 Single women were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing 

missed long-term opportunities while engaging in short-term mating compared to women 

in a relationship. Perceptions did not differ between single women (M = 5.20, SD = 1.45) 

and women in a relationship (M = 5.13, SD = 1.44), F(1, 99) = .02, p = .89. 

 Predictions 3.16 – 3.17. It was predicted single women would perceive the risk of 

decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate as more costly than women in a relationship. 

Single women (M = -2.58, SD = 2.28) did not differ from women in a relationship (M = -

2.35, SD = 2.42), F(1, 99) = .38, p = .54.  

 Single women were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing 

decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate after engaging in short-term mating than 

women in a relationship. Perceptions did not differ between single women (M = 4.72, SD 

= 1.30) and women in a relationship (M = 4.48, SD = 1.62), F(1, 99) = .48, p = .49. These 

results suggest perceptions of the magnitude of, and likelihood of, experiencing 
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decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate do not differ as a function of women’s 

relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.18 – 3.19. Women in a relationship were predicted to perceive the 

potential for producing offspring with poor quality genes as a costlier outcome of 

engaging in short-term mating than single women. Perceptions did not differ between 

women in a relationship (M = -2.25, SD = 2.51) and single women (M = -2.44, SD = 

2.85), F(1, 99) = .11, p = .74. 

 Women in a relationship were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

producing poor quality offspring as a result of engaging in short-term mating than single 

women. Likelihood ratings did not differ between women in a relationship (M = 4.16, SD 

= 1.38) and single women (M = 4.07, SD = 1.39), F(1, 99) = .16, p = .49. Findings 

indicate perceptions of the risk of producing poor quality offspring do not differ between 

women as a function of their relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.20 – 3.21. It was predicted single women would perceive not 

receiving investment or resources from a short-term mate as more costly than women 

already in a relationship. Costliness perceptions did not differ between single women (M 

= -2.08, SD = 2.28) and women in a relationship (M = -1.97, SD = 2.48), F(1, 99) = .09, p 

= .77. 

 It was also predicted single women would perceive a greater likelihood of not 

receiving investment or resources from a short-term mate compared to women already in 

a relationship. Single women’s perceptions (M = 4.20, SD = 1.29) did not differ from 

women in a relationship (M = 4.17, SD = 1.44), F(1, 99) = .00, p = .99. These results 
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suggest not receiving investment or resources from a short-term partner do not differ as a 

function of women’s relationship status. 

 Predictions 3.22 – 3.23. Women in a relationship were predicted to perceive 

experiencing relationship problems as a more costly outcome of short-term mating than 

single women. There was no difference in perceptions between women in a relationship 

(M = -2.73, SD = 2.88) and single women (M = -2.42, SD = 2.76), F(1, 99) = .20, p = .66. 

 Women in a relationship were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

experiencing relationship problems after engaging in short-term mating than single 

women. Perceptions did not differ between women in a relationship (M = 5.30, SD = 

1.25) and single women (M = 5.18, SD = 1.32), F(1, 99) = .34, p = .56. These findings 

indicate perceptions of the risk of experiencing relationship problems do not differ as a 

function of women’s relationship status. 

 Discussion. Overall, results do not support the hypothesis that women’s 

perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating differ as a function of relationship 

status. Previous research has mostly examined women’s short-term mating by using 

women in relationships, because it was thought ancestral women would have spent much 

of their adult life in some form of a mateship (Greiling & Buss, 2000; Symons, 1979; 

Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008). I argued there would have been enough recurrent contexts 

ancestrally in which women may have found themselves without a relationship partner 

that selection could have fashioned mating mechanisms that functioned to solve 

potentially unique adaptive problems faced by single women. Data from the current study 

do not support this hypothesis. It appears women’s mating mechanisms do not use 
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relationship status information when making decisions about whether or not to engage in 

short-term mating. This suggests that ancestrally, women were not single frequently 

enough for their evolved mating psychology to perceive a difference between being in a 

relationship and being single (i.e., relationship status can be considered noise, Tooby & 

Cosmides, 1990), and that the adaptive problems faced by single women do not differ 

from the adaptive problems faced by women in a relationship. 

Women’s Relationship Satisfaction 

 

 To test predictions about relationship satisfaction, women in a relationship who 

answered the four questions about relationship satisfaction were used (n = 60). The four 

individual relationship satisfaction questions were summed to create an overall 

relationship satisfaction score. Scores could range from 4 to 28 (M = 23.86, SD = 4.72). 

Relationship satisfaction predictions were tested using regression. Covariates included: 

women’s SOI scores, feelings of sexual regret, and relationship length. For space 

considerations, assumption tests for each regression model are not presented—but each 

model met the required assumptions. 

 Predictions 4.1 – 4.2. Women with lower relationship satisfaction were predicted 

to perceive experiencing sexual satisfaction as more beneficial than women with greater 

relationship satisfaction. There was a marginal relationship, but in the opposite direction 

of the prediction, β = .21, SE = .05, t(56) = 1.85, p = .07 (see Table 15). Women with 

greater relationship satisfaction perceived experiencing sexual satisfaction when 
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engaging in short-term mating as more beneficial than women with lower relationship 

satisfaction. 

Table 15: Women’s Relationship Satisfaction on Perceptions of Sexual Satisfaction 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  .74  1.56    .48  .64 

SOI   .09  .03  .36  3.10  .003 

Sex Regret  -.13  .04  -.35  -3.08  .003 

Relationship Length -.02  .03  -.10  -.87  .39 

R’ship Satisfaction .09  .05  .21  1.85  .07 

F(4, 56) = 6.45, p = .00, R
2
 = 4.41% 

 

 Women with lower relationship satisfaction were also predicted to perceive a 

greater likelihood of receiving sexual satisfaction when engaging in short-term mating 

than women with greater relationship satisfaction. Perceptions did not differ as a function 

of relationship satisfaction, β = .19, SE = .03, t(56) = 1.43, p = .16. Therefore, the 

predictions regarding sexual satisfaction were not supported. 

 Predictions 4.3 – 4.4. It was predicted women with lower relationship satisfaction 

would perceive the ability to assess men as potential long-term mates as a more beneficial 

outcome of short-term mating than women with greater relationship satisfaction. 

Perceptions did not differ between women, β = .15, SE = .06, t(56) = 1.13, p = .26. 

 Women with lower relationship satisfaction were also predicted to perceive a 

greater likelihood of assessing short-term mates as potential long-term mates than women 

with greater relationship satisfaction. There was no difference in perceptions as a 

function of relationship satisfaction, β = .16, SE = .05, t(56) = 1.21, p = .23. These results 

indicate perceptions of assessing men as potential long-term mates do not differ as a 



 137 

function of relationship status, although in general, women do not perceive the ability to 

assess men as potential long-term mates as particularly beneficial. Women rate it, on 

average, .97 (SD = 2.46) out of 5. This low rating may explain why there were no 

differences in perceptions of assessing men as potential long-term mates. 

 Discussion. Results did not support the hypothesis that women’s perceptions of 

the outcomes of short-term mating would differ as a function of relationship satisfaction. 

It was hypothesized women with decreased relationship satisfaction may be more 

motivated to engage in short-term mating in order to switch to a new mate, and therefore 

would perceive benefits indicating a short-term mate may be a good long-term mate as 

beneficial. Data do not support this. It may be that differences do exist in perceptions of 

benefits more directly related to the potential long-term mate quality of a short-term 

mate, but these were not measured in the current study. Furthermore, women may 

perceive short-term mating too costly a method to use to find a new long-term mate. 

Women may use other tactics to find a new long-term mate such as switching directly 

from one long-term mate to another, but research has not yet investigated women’s mate 

switching tactics.  

 Alternatively, perceptions may actually differ as a function of relationship 

satisfaction, but the measure used in the current study was not sensitive enough to 

identify differences in relationship satisfaction. The highest possible satisfaction score 

was a 28 and women’s mean score was close to 24, suggesting a ceiling effect occurred. 

Future research should address this by using a more sensitive measure of relationship 

satisfaction to better determine if women’s evolved psychological mechanisms use 
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information about relationship satisfaction when making decisions about engaging in 

short-term mating. 

Men’s Mate Value 

 

 Predictions regarding men’s mate value were tested two ways: using a measure of 

overall mate value (total score on the CMVS; Fisher et al., 2008), and using the average 

of men’s self-perceived physical attractiveness ratings for their body, face, and overall 

attractiveness. Men’s mate value and self-perceived physical attractiveness were strongly 

correlated (r = .74, p = .00), therefore their effects were analyzed in separate hierarchical 

linear regressions for each prediction. Previous research suggests the influence of mate 

value on willingness to engage in short-term mating is affected by self-esteem, 

sociosexuality, and the experience of sexual regret, therefore these variables were 

included in all analyses as covariates (Campbell, 2008; Kavanaugh et al., 2010; Penke & 

Denissen, 2008). For space considerations, assumption tests for each regression model 

are not presented—but each model met the required assumptions. 

 Predictions 5.1 – 5.4. Men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive not having to form a commitment with 

a short-term partner as more beneficial than men with lower mate value or lower self-

perceived physical attractiveness (5.1 – 5.2). Perceptions did not differ as a function of 

mate value, β = .07, SE = .03, t(111) = .69, p = .49, but did differ as a function of self-

perceived attractiveness (see Table 16).  
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Table 16: Men’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Magnitude of No Commitment 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  3.71  1.83    2.02  .05 

SOI   .01  .03  .04  .38  .71 

Sex Regret  -.06  .06  -.10  -.96  .34 

Self-Esteem  -.07  .04  -.18  -1.68  .10 

Mate Value  .09  .03  .07  .69  .49 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  3.32  1.80    1.85  .07 

SOI   .00  .03  .10  .11  .91 

Sex Regret  -.07  .06  -.13  -1.28  .21 

Self-Esteem  -.08  .04  -.20  -2.03  .05 

Attractiveness .51  .27  .19  1.91  .05 

F(4, 111) = 2.18, p = .10, R
2
 = 3.61% 

 

 It was also predicted that men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness would perceive a greater likelihood of not having to form a 

commitment when engaging in short-term mating than men with lower mate value or 

lower self-perceived physical attractiveness (5.3 – 5.4). Perceptions did not differ as a 

function of mate value, β = -.07, SE = .02, t(111) = -.61, p = .54, or physical 

attractiveness, β = -.10, SE = .18, t(111) = -1.01, p = .32. Magnitude perceptions received 

mixed support—overall mate value did not influence perceptions but self-perceived 

physical attractiveness did influence perceptions of the magnitude of not having to form a 

commitment in the predicted direction. Likelihood perceptions did not differ and 

therefore those predictions were not supported. 

 Predictions 5.5 – 5.8. It was predicted men with lower mate value or lower self-

perceived physical attractiveness would perceive the chance to enhance their status as a 
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more beneficial outcome of short-term mating than men with higher mate value or higher 

self-perceived physical attractiveness (5.5 – 5.6). Neither men’s mate value, β = .10, SE = 

.03, t(111) = .94, p = .35, nor self-perceived physical attractiveness, β = .13, SE = .26, 

t(111) = 1.31, p = .19 influenced perceptions of the magnitude of status enhancement. 

 Men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived physical attractiveness were 

also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing enhanced status after 

engaging in short-term mating than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness (5.7 – 5.8). There was no difference in perceptions as a function of 

mate value, β = .01, SE = .02, t(111) = .04, p = .97, or physical attractiveness, β = .02, SE 

= .19, t(111) = .20, p = .85. Results do not support the predictions that differences in mate 

value would influence perceptions of status enhancement. 

 Predictions 5.9 – 5.10. Men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive the opportunity to experience sexual 

variety as more beneficial than men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived 

physical attractiveness. Perceptions did not differ as a function of mate value, β = -.13, 

SE = .02, t(111) = -1.20, p = .23, or attractiveness, β = -.11, SE = .15, t(111) = -1.09, p = 

.28. Therefore, these predictions were not supported. 

 Predictions 5.11 – 5.14. It was predicted men with lower mate value or lower 

self-perceived physical attractiveness would perceive practicing their mating skills as 

more a beneficial outcome of short-term mating than men with higher mate value or 

higher self-perceived physical attractiveness (5.11 – 5.12). Results did not support the 
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predictions: Mate value: β = .04, SE = .03, t(111) = .42, p = .68; Attractiveness: β = .03, 

SE = .25, t(111) = .27, p = .78. 

 It was also predicted men wither lower mate value or lower self-perceived 

physical attractiveness would perceive a greater likelihood of getting to practice their 

mating skills than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived physical 

attractiveness (5.13 – 5.14). These predictions were also not supported by the data: Mate 

value: β = .09, SE = .02, t(111) = .81, p = .42; Attractiveness: β = .05, SE = .14, t(111) = 

.48, p = .64. Therefore men’s mate value does not influence perceptions of practicing 

mating skills. 

 Predictions 5.15 – 5.18. Men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive assessing women as potential long-

term mates as more beneficial than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness (5.15 – 5.16). Perceptions did not differ as a function of mate 

value, β = .12, SE  = .03, t(111) = 1.14, p = .26, or attractiveness, β = .10, SE = .28, t(111) 

= .98, p = .33.  

 It was also predicted men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived physical 

attractiveness would perceive a greater likelihood of assessing women as potential long-

term mates than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived physical 

attractiveness (5.17 – 5.18). Perceptions did not differ based on men’s mate value, β = -

.03, SE = .01, t(111) = -.29, p = .77, or men’s attractiveness, β = -.05, SE = .21, t(111) = -

.44, p = .66. These results suggest men’s mate value does not influence perceptions of the 
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ability to assess women as potential long-term mates when engaging in short-term 

mating. 

 Predictions 5.19 – 5.20. Men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive the chance to increase the number of 

their offspring as more beneficial than men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived 

physical attractiveness. Neither mate value, β = -.04, SE = .02, t(111) = -.37, p = .71, nor 

attractiveness, β = -.06, SE = .22, t(111) = -.63, p = .53 influenced perceptions. However, 

it appears men do not perceive the opportunity to increase the number of their offspring 

as a benefit, but rather perceive it as a cost. On average they rated it -1.13 (SD = 2.79) on 

the magnitude scale, which may explain why there was no difference in men’s 

perceptions. These findings are also further evidence that humans are unaware of how 

their evolved psychological mechanisms operate (Confer et al., 2010; Symons, 1979). If 

men were aware that the best way to increase their reproductive success was by engaging 

in short-term mating, then they would not perceive increasing the number of offspring as 

a cost of short-term mating. 

 Predictions 5.21 – 5.24. Men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive the risk of forced commitment as more 

costly than men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived physical attractiveness 

(5.21 – 5.22). There was a difference in perceptions for both mate value and 

attractiveness but in the opposite direction of the predictions (see Table 17).  
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Table 17: Men’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Magnitude of Forced Commitment 

Regression model using mate value as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  -3.97  1.81    -2.19  .03 

SOI   .05  .03  .14  1.49  .14 

Sex Regret  .10  .06  .17  1.72  .09 

Self-Esteem  -.06  .04  -.15  -1.47  .15 

Mate Value  .06  .03  .19  2.01  .05 

F(4, 111) = 3.27, p = .01, R
2
 = 3.61% 

 

Regression model using attractiveness as predictor 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  -4.55  1.81    -2.52  .01 

SOI   .05  .03  .15  1.60  .11 

Sex Regret  .11  .06  .18  1.84  .07 

Self-Esteem  -.05  .04  -.12  -1.22  .23 

Attractiveness .49  .26  .17  1.88  .06 

F(4, 111) = 2.98, p = .02, R
2
 = 2.89% 

 It was also predicted men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness would perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing forced 

commitment than men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived physical 

attractiveness (5.23 – 5.24). Perceptions did not differ as a function of mate value, β = 

.11, SE = .02, t(111) = 1.01, p = .31, or attractiveness, β = .07, SE = .19, t(111) = .70, p = 

.48. Although perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing forced commitment did not 

differ, men with lower mate value perceived the risk of forced commitment as more 

costly than men with higher mate value. It may be that lower mate value men perceive 

there are other high costs associated with being forced into a long-term relationship with 

a short-term partner that could account for the difference in perceptions, but these were 

not measured in the current study. 
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 Predictions 5.25 – 5.28. Men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive the risk of a decrease in status as more 

costly than men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived physical attractiveness 

(5.25 – 5.26). There was no difference in perceptions as a function of mate value, β = .01, 

SE = .03, t(111) = .11, p = .91, or attractiveness, β = .11, SE = .26, t(111) = 1.07, p = .29. 

 Men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived physical attractiveness were 

also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing a decrease in status when 

engaging in short-term mating than men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived 

physical attractiveness (5.27 – 5.28). There was a difference in the predicted direction as 

a result of mate value (see Table 18), but not physical attractiveness, β = .12, SE = .16, 

t(111) = 1.22, p = .23. Results suggest perceptions of the costliness of a decrease in status 

do not differ as a function of mate value, but it appears men’s mate value may influence 

perceptions of likelihood of experiencing the decrease when engaging in short-term 

mating. 

Table 18: Men’s Mate Value on Perceptions of Likelihood of Decrease in Status 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  1.41  1.03    1.37  .17 

SOI   -.04  .02  -.21  -2.31  .02 

Sex Regret  .08  .03  .24  2.54  .01 

Self-Esteem  .04  .02  .15  1.53  .13 

Mate Value  .03  .02  .20  2.00  .05 

F(4, 111) = 6.20, p = .00, R
2
 = 4.00% 

 Predictions 5.29 – 5.30. It was predicted men with lower mate value or lower 

self-perceived attractiveness would perceive decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate 
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as a costlier outcome when engaging in short-term mating than men with higher mate 

value or higher self-perceived physical attractiveness. Perceptions did not differ as a 

function of mate value, β = .02, SE = .03, t(111) = .18, p = .86, or attractiveness, β = .07, 

SE = .27, t(111) = .71, p = .48, therefore these predictions were not supported. 

 Predictions 5.31 – 5.34. It was predicted men with lower mate value or lower 

self-perceived physical attractiveness would perceive missed long-term opportunities as 

more costly than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived physical 

attractiveness (5.31 – 5.32). There were no differences as a function of mate value, β = 

.07, SE = .03, t(111) = .70, p = .49, or attractiveness, β = .10, SE = .28, t(111) = 1.03, p = 

.31. 

 Men with lower mate value were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

missing potential long-term opportunities when short-term mating than men with higher 

mate value or higher self-perceived physical attractiveness (5.33 – 5.34). Neither men’s 

mate value, β = .06, SE = .02, t(111) = .57, p =-.57, nor attractiveness, β = .001, SE = .19, 

t(111) = .01, p = .99, influenced likelihood perceptions. Results indicate perceptions of 

missing long-term opportunities while short-term mating do not differ based on men’s 

mate value.  

 Predictions 5.35 – 5.38. Men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived 

physical attractiveness were predicted to perceive wanting a short-term relationship to be 

long-term as more costly than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness (5.35 – 5.36). Neither mate value, β = .07, SE = .03, t(111) = .70, 
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p = .49, nor attractiveness, β = .10, SE = .28, t(111) = 1.03, p = .31, influenced 

perceptions of the magnitude of wanting a long-term relationship. 

 It was also predicted men with lower mate value or lower self-perceived physical 

attractiveness would perceive a greater likelihood of experiencing wanting a short-term 

relationship to be long-term than men with higher mate value or higher self-perceived 

physical attractiveness (5.37 – 5.38). Perceptions did not differ as a function of mate 

value, β = .09, SE = .02, t(111) = .87, p = .39, or attractiveness, β = .03, SE = .19, t(111) = 

.27, p = .79. These findings suggest men’s mate value does not influence perceptions of 

wanting a long-term relationship; however, men did not perceive this as particularly 

costly (M = -.70, SD = 2.23), which may explain the lack of a difference among men. 

 Discussion. Overall results do not support the hypothesis that men’s mate value 

influences perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-term mating. Previous research 

suggests men with high mate value do not have to exert much effort to successfully 

engage in short-term mating (Apicella & Marlowe, 2007; Heath & Hadley, 1998; 

Pérusse, 1993; Thornhill & Gangestad, 1994; Waynforth, 1998) which suggests that high 

mate value men should perceive short-term mating as more beneficial than men with low 

mate value. Although results suggest men of high mate value do not find short-term 

mating more beneficial and less costly than low mate value men, high mate value men do 

perceive themselves as more likely to obtain a short-term mate than low mate value men, 

β = .48, SE = .01, t(111) = 5.86, p = .00, R
2
 = 23.04%, which supports findings from 

previous research.  
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 Men’s mate value is comprised of indicators of being a good long-term mate, such 

as investment potential and indicators of status (e.g., Buss, 1989), and indicators of being 

a good short-term mate, such as physical attractiveness, health, and the capability to 

immediately invest in a women (e.g., Greiling & Buss, 2000; Thornhill & Gangestad, 

2008). The CMVS scale used in the present study measures seven components of mate 

value including indicators of both high quality long-term and short-term mates (Fisher et 

al., 2008). The lack of a difference in perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating 

may be due to the confounding of these two components of men’s mate value. Men with 

high composite scores on the mate value measure may actually have a mating psychology 

more geared towards long-term mating than short-term mating, but it is not possible to 

determine this as a result of how the CMVS is constructed. Future research should 

continue to examine how men’s perceptions of short-term mating differ due to 

differences in their mate value using a more precise measure of men’s short-term mate 

value than the one used in the current study. 

Men’s Status 

 

 Predictions about men’s status were tested using total scores on the SSSS 

(Buttermore & Kirkpatrick, submitted). Men’s status was strongly correlated with men’s 

perceived mate value (r = .61, p = .00), supporting men’s social status is a component of 

men’s mate value (e.g., Buss, 1989). This also supports analyzing status predictions in 

separate regression models from mate value predictions. Because self-esteem, 

sociosexuality, and the experience of sexual regret affect the influence of men’s mate 
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value on willingness to engage in short-term mating, they were included as covariates in 

these predictions as well  (Campbell, 2008; Kavanaugh et al., 2010; Penke & Denissen, 

2008). For space considerations, assumption tests for each regression model are not 

presented—but each model met the required assumptions. 

 Predictions 6.1 – 6.2. Men with higher social status were predicted to perceive 

not having to form a commitment as a more beneficial outcome of short-term mating than 

men with lower social status. This was not supported by the data, β = .08, SE = .02, 

t(111) = .78, p = .45.  

 Additionally, men with higher social status were predicted to perceive a greater 

likelihood of not having to form a commitment when engaging in short-term mating than 

men with lower social status. This was also not supported by the data, β = .09, SE = .01, 

t(111) = .85, p = .40. Therefore, men’s perceptions of the outcome of no commitment do 

not differ based on their social status. 

 Predictions 6.3 – 6.4. It was predicted men with lower social status would 

perceive the opportunity to enhance their status as more beneficial than men with higher 

social status. Contrary to the prediction, men with higher status perceived this as more 

beneficial than men with lower status (see Table 19).  

 Men with lower social status were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood 

of enhancing status when engaging in short-term mating than men with higher social 

status. Perceptions of the likelihood did not differ as a function of social status, β = .05, 

SE = .01, t(111) = .52, p = .60. Although perceptions of the likelihood of enhancing status 

did not differ between men of high and low social status, men with higher status 
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perceived status enhancement as more beneficial than men with lower status. Therefore, 

these predictions were not supported. 

Table 19: Men’s Status on Perceptions of Magnitude of Enhancing Status 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.52  1.79    1.41  .16 

SOI   .03  .03  .09  .98  .33 

Sex Regret  -.15  .05  -.27  -2.86  .01 

Self-Esteem  -.06  .04  -.16  -1.59  .12 

Social Status  .03  .02  .18  1.92  .05 

F(4, 111) = 3.42, p = .01, R
2
 = 3.24% 

 Prediction 6.5. Men with higher social status were predicted to perceive the 

likelihood of experiencing sexual variety as greater than men with lower social status. 

This was not supported by the data, β = .10, SE = .01, t(111) = .99, p = .33, therefore the 

prediction was not supported. 

 Prediction 6.6 – 6.7. It was predicted men with lower social status would 

perceive the opportunity to practice their mating skills as more beneficial than men with 

higher social status. Social status did not influence perceptions of the magnitude, β = .09, 

SE = .02, t(111) = .96, p = .34. 

 Men with lower social status were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood 

of getting to practice their mating skills when short-term mating than men with higher 

social status. Perceptions of the likelihood also were not influenced by men’s social 

status, β = .06, SE = .01, t(111) = .61, p = .54. Results suggest perceptions of the 

opportunity to practice do not differ between men of high and low social status. 
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 Predictions 6.8 – 6.9. Men with lower social status were predicted to perceive 

assessing women as potential long-term mates as more beneficial than men with higher 

social status. This was not supported by the data, β = .11, SE = .02, t(111) = 1.07, p = .29. 

 Men with lower social status were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood 

of assessing women as potential long-term mates than men with higher social status. This 

prediction was also not supported by the data, β = .03, SE = .01, t(111) = .25, p = .81. 

Therefore, these predictions were not supported. 

 Prediction 6.10. It was predicted men with higher social status would perceive a 

greater likelihood of experiencing the opportunity to increase the number of their 

offspring than men with lower social status. Overall, men perceived this as a cost and not 

a benefit (M = -1.13, SD = 2.79). There was a marginal difference; such that men with 

higher social status perceived increasing offspring as a less likely outcome of short-term 

mating than men with lower social status (see Table 20). Therefore this prediction was 

not supported. Similar to the findings with men’s mate value, this finding may provide 

further support that men are not aware of how their evolved psychological mechanisms 

operate (Confer et al., 2010; Symons, 1979). 

Table 20: Men’s Status on Perceptions of Likelihood of Increasing Offspring 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  3.85  1.55    2.48  .02 

SOI   -.01  .02  -.05  -.49  .63 

Sex Regret  .10  .04  .21  2.17  .03 

Self-Esteem  .03  .03  .09  .85  .40 

Social Status  -.02  .02  -.16  -1.65  .10 

F(4, 111) = 1.94, p = .11, R
2
 = 2.56% 
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 Predictions 6.11 – 6.12. It was predicted men with higher social status would 

perceive the risk of forced commitment as more costly than men with lower social status. 

Perceptions did not differ as a function of men’s status, β = .02, SE = .02, t(111) = .24, p 

= .81. 

 Men with higher social status were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood 

of being forced into a commitment with a short-term mate than men with lower social 

status. Perceptions of likelihood also did not differ as a function of men’s status, β = .12, 

SE = .01, t(111) = 1.21, p = .23. Therefore, these predictions were not supported. 

 Predictions 6.13 – 6.14. Men with higher social status were predicted to perceive 

experiencing a decrease in status as a result of engaging in short-term mating as more 

costly than men with lower social status. There was a marginal difference in the right 

direction (see Table 21).  

Table 21: Men’s Status on Perceptions of Magnitude of Decrease in Status 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  -2.30  1.78    -1.29  .20 

SOI   .02  .03  .07  .73  .47 

Sex Regret  .11  .05  .21  2.17  .03 

Self-Esteem  .02  .04  .04  .42  .68 

Social Status  -.03  .02  -.16  -1.65  .10 

F(4, 111) = 1.86, p = .12, R
2
 = 2.56% 

 Men with higher social status were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood 

of experiencing a decrease in status than men with lower social status. This was not 

supported by the data, β = .11, SE = .01, t(111) = 1.14, p = .26, therefore these predictions 

received mixed support. Results suggest men with higher social status do perceive the 
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risk of a decrease in status as costly, but perceptions of the likelihood of experiencing a 

decrease do not differ between men of high and low social status. 

 Predictions 6.15. It was predicted men with lower social status would perceive 

experiencing decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate as more costly than men with 

higher social status. This was not supported by the data, β = -.08, SE = .02, t(111) = -.77, 

p = .44. 

 Predictions 6.16 – 6.17. Men with lower social status were predicted to perceive 

the risk of missing long-term opportunities when engaging in short-term mating as more 

costly than men with higher social status. Perceptions did not differ as a function of social 

status, β = .03, SE = .02, t(111) = .25, p = .80. 

 It was also predicted men with lower social status would perceive a greater 

likelihood of missing potential long-term opportunities when short-term mating than men 

with higher social status. These perceptions also did not differ as a function of social 

status, β = .05, SE = .01, t(111) = .47, p = .64. Therefore, these predictions were not 

supported. 

 Predictions 6.18 – 6.19. Men with lower social status were predicted to perceive 

wanting a short-term relationship to be long-term as a more costly outcome of short-term 

mating than men with higher social status. Men’s social status did not influence 

perceptions of the costliness, β = .08, SE = .02, t(111) = .80, p = .43. 

 It was also predicted men with lower social status would perceive a greater 

likelihood of experiencing wanting a relationship to be long-term when engaging in 

short-term mating than men with higher social status. Perceptions did not differ between 
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men, β = -.07, SE = .01, t(111) = -.71, p = .48. Although these predictions were not 

supported by the data, this may be because, overall, men did not perceive wanting a 

short-term relationship to be long-term as a cost of short-term mating (M = -.70, SD = 

2.23). 

 Discussion. Similar to men’s mate value, results do not support the hypothesis 

that perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating will differ as a function of men’s 

social status. Previous research suggests men with high social status have an easier time 

obtaining short-term mates than men with low social status (e.g., Perussé, 1994). This 

was supported in the current study—men with higher social status perceived themselves 

as more likely to obtain a short-term mate than men with lower social status, β = .18, SE 

= .01, t(111) = 1.91, p = .05, R
2
 = 3.24%.  

 The SSSS (Buttermore & Kirkpatrick, submitted) measures social status among 

one’s peer group and does not account for perceptions of an individual’s status in the 

eyes of potential romantic partners. Men’s evolved mating mechanisms may be more 

sensitive to fluctuations in status as perceived by women than fluctuations in status 

within a peer group. Future research should examine how women’s perceptions of a 

man’s status influence his perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating and his 

willingness to engage in short-term mating to better determine if men’s mating 

mechanisms take current status into account when making mating decisions. 
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Men’s Life History 

 Men’s life history predictions were tested using total scores from the MES (Rowe 

et al., 1997). Sociosexuality and self-reported feelings of sexual regret were included as 

covariates due to their effects on men’s willingness to engage in short-term mating. 

Predictions were tested using multiple linear regression models. For space considerations, 

assumption tests for each regression model are not presented—but each model met the 

required assumptions. 

 Prediction 7.1 – 7.2. Men investing more time into mating were predicted to 

perceive not having to form a commitment as more beneficial than men investing less 

time into mating. There was no difference as a function of mating effort, β = .08, SE = 

.07, t(112) = .72, p = .47. 

 Men investing more time into mating were also predicted to perceive a greater 

likelihood of not having to form a commitment than men investing less time into mating. 

Perceptions did not differ between men, β = .01, SE = .04, t(112) = .13, p = .90. 

Therefore, these predictions were not supported. 

 Predictions 7.3 – 7.4. It was predicted men investing more effort into mating 

would perceive the opportunity to receive sexual satisfaction while short-term mating as 

more beneficial than men investing less effort into parenting. Perceptions did not differ 

between men as a function of mating effort, β = .04, SE = .03, t(112) = .40, p = .69. 

 Men investing more effort into mating were also predicted to perceive a greater 

likelihood of experiencing sexual satisfaction when engaging in short-term mating than 

men investing less effort into mating. This was not supported by the data, β = -.03, SE = 
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.02, t(112) = -.26, p = .80. These results suggest men’s perceptions of sexual satisfaction 

do not differ as a function of the time they are investing in mating effort. 

 Predictions 7.5 – 7.6. Men investing more effort into mating were predicted to 

perceive enhancing their status as a more beneficial outcome of short-term mating than 

men investing less effort into mating. There was a marginal difference in the predicted 

direction (see Table 23). 

 It was also predicted men investing more effort into mating would perceive a 

greater likelihood of enhancing their status when engaging in short-term mating than men 

investing less effort into mating. This was supported by the data—men investing more 

into mating effort perceived a greater likelihood than men investing less into mating 

effort (see Table 20). Therefore these predictions were supported. 

Table 22: Men’s Mating Effort on Perceptions of Enhancing Status 

Regression model of magnitude of enhancing status 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.01  1.10    1.82  .07 

SOI   .01  .03  .02  .24  .81 

Sex Regret  -.16  .05  -.29  -3.04  .00 

Mating Effort  .06  .03  .19  1.86  .07 

F(3, 112) = 4.17, p = .01, R
2
 = 3.61% 

Regression model of likelihood of enhancing status 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.92  .79    3.71  .00 

SOI   .02  .02  .10  1.03  .31 

Sex Regret  -.03  .04  -.07  -.70  .48 

Mating Effort  .06  .02  .24  2.39  .02 

F(3, 112) = 3.41, p = .02, R
2
 = 5.76% 
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 Prediction 7.7. It was predicted men investing more effort into mating would 

perceive experiencing sexual variety as more beneficial than men investing less effort 

into mating. This was not supported by the data, β = .02, SE = .02, t(112) = .16, p = .87. 

 Prediction 7.8 – 7.9. Men investing more effort into mating were predicted to 

perceive the opportunity to practice their mating skills as a more beneficial outcome of 

short-term mating than men investing less effort into mating. Perceptions did not differ 

between men, β = .08, SE = .03, t(112) = .82, p = .41. 

 It was also predicted men investing more effort into mating would perceive a 

greater likelihood of getting to practice their mating skills than men investing less effort 

into mating. This was supported (see Table 23). Therefore these predictions received 

mixed support—perceptions of the magnitude of practice did not differ, but men 

investing more effort into mating did perceive practicing as more likely than men 

investing less effort into mating. 

Table 23: Men’s Mating Effort on Perceptions of Likelihood of Practicing Skills 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  5.28  .59    8.88  .00 

SOI   -.01  .02  -.03  -.33  .74 

Sex Regret  -.05  .03  -.16  -1.59  .12 

Mating Effort  .04  .02  .23  2.23  .03 

F(3, 112) = 2.13, p = .10, R
2
 = 5.29% 

 Prediction 7.10. Men investing more effort into mating were predicted to 

perceive assessing their mate value while short-term mating as more beneficial than men 

investing less effort into mating. This was supported by the data. Men investing more 
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effort into mating did perceive assessing their mate value as more beneficial (see Table 

24).  

Table 24: Men’s Mating Effort on Perceptions of Magnitude of Assessing Mate Value 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  1.35  1.10    1.23  .22 

SOI   -.02  .03  -.07  -.65  .52 

Sex Regret  -.10  .05  -.18  -1.85  .07 

Mating Effort  .07  .03  .20  1.99  .05 

F(3, 112) = 1.91, p = .13, R
2
 = 4.00% 

 Prediction 7.11. It was predicted men investing more effort into mating would 

perceive the opportunity to increase the number of their offspring as a more beneficial 

outcome of short-term mating than men investing less effort into mating. This was not 

supported by the data, β = -.03, SE = .03, t(112) = -.30, p = .77. However, men did not 

perceive this as a benefit of short-term mating (M = -1.13, SD = 2.79), which may explain 

why this prediction was not supported. 

 Predictions 7.12 – 7.13. Men investing more effort into mating were predicted to 

perceive being forced into a committed relationship with a short-term partner as more 

costly than men investing less effort into mating. There was a marginal difference, but 

opposite the prediction. Men investing less effort into mating perceived this as more 

costly than men investing more effort into mating (see Table 25). As with men who have 

low mate value, there may be other associated costs related to being forced into a 

committed relationship that influence how men not investing much effort into mating 

perceive this cost, but these were not assessed in the current study. 
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 It was also predicted men investing more effort into mating would perceive forced 

commitment as a more likely outcome of short-term mating than men investing less effort 

into mating. Perceptions did not differ between men, β = -.02, SE = .02, t(112) = -.23, p = 

.82. Results indicate these predictions were not supported.  

Table 25: Men’s Mating Effort on Perceptions of Magnitude of Forced Commitment 

Regression model  

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  -6.20  1.20    -5.16  .00 

SOI   .04  .03  .12  1.21  .23 

Sex Regret  .11  .06  .18  1.85  .07 

Mating Effort  .07  .04  .19  1.86  .07 

F(3, 112) = 4.27, p = .01, R
2
 = 3.61% 

 Prediction 7.14. Men investing less effort into mating were predicted to perceive 

the loss of time trying to short-term mate as more costly than men investing more effort 

into mating. There was no difference between men’s perceptions, β = .11, SE = .03, 

t(112) = 1.10, p = .27, therefore the prediction was not supported. 

 Discussion. Four of the fourteen predictions were supported lending some support 

to the hypothesis that the amount of effort currently being allocated to mating influences 

perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating. Men investing more current effort into 

mating also reported they were more invested in currently seeking a short-term mate, β = 

.29, SE = .02, t(112) = 3.25, p = .00, R
2
 = 8.50%, and more likely to obtain a short-term 

mate, β = .20, SE = .02, t(112) = 2.19, p = .03, R
2
 = 4.00% than men investing less 

current effort into mating. This lends further support to differences in amount of effort 

allocated to mating differentially influencing willingness to engage in short-term mating. 
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 Most of the predictions were not supported and one prediction was marginally 

significant in the opposite direction. It may be that some of the predictions were not 

supported because perceptions of those particular benefits and costs do not differ between 

men based on their current mating effort, or the lack of a difference for many of the 

predictions may indicate men’s mating effort does not exert a strong influence on the 

decisions made by men’s mating mechanisms, but this warrants further examination. 

Future research should also selectively target men who already have children to better 

determine if men who allocate more effort to parenting than mating have different 

perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating than men who allocate more effort to 

mating than parenting. This was not possible in the current study because, of the 24 men 

who reported having children, only one man’s scores indicated he was devoting more 

current effort to mating than parenting.  

Men’s Relationship Status 

 

 Relationship status predictions were tested using ANCOVA. Men who reported 

being in any type of relationship were grouped together (n = 67) and were compared to 

men who reported being single (n = 49). Men’s sociosexuality, previous experiences of 

sexual regret, and self-esteem were included as covariates in each ANCOVA (Campbell, 

2008; Penke & Denissen, 2008). 

 Predictions 8.1 – 8.2. Men in a relationship were predicted to perceive being 

forced into a committed relationship with a short-term partner as more costly than single 
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men. Perceptions did not differ between men in a relationship (M = -2.46, SD = 2.15) and 

single men (M = -1.76, SD = 2.57), F(1, 111) = 1.32, p = .25. 

 Men in a relationship were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of being 

forced into a committed relationship with a short-term partner than single men. Men in a 

relationship (M = 3.83, SD = 1.51) did not differ from single men (M = 3.73, SD = 1.51), 

F(1, 111) = .002, p = .96. Therefore, these predictions were not supported. 

 Predictions 8.3 – 8.4. It was predicted men in a relationship would perceive 

decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate as more costly than single men. There was 

no difference between the perceptions of men in a relationship (M = -1.97, SD = 2.22) 

and the perceptions of single men (M = -1.55, SD = 2.16), F(1, 111) = .44, p = .51. 

 Men in a relationship were also predicted to perceive a greater likelihood of 

experiencing decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate than single men. Perceptions 

did not differ between men in a relationship (M = 4.09, SD = 1.54) and single men (M = 

3.78, SD = 1.53). Results do not support the predictions. 

 Prediction 8.5. Men in a relationship were predicted to perceive the risk of being 

put in an unsafe situation as more costly than single men. There was no difference 

between men in a relationship (M = -2.57, SD = 2.21) and single men (M = -2.29, SD = 

2.25), F(1,111) = .29, p = .59, therefore the prediction was not supported. 

 Discussion. Results do not support the hypothesis that men’s perceptions of the 

outcomes of short-term mating would differ as a function of their relationship status. 

Previous researchers suggest men can increase their reproductive success by engaging in 

multiple relationships, whether that is many short-term relationships, serial monogamous 
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relationships, or by maintaining a long-term relationship with one woman while engaging 

in extra-pair copulations (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Trivers, 1972). Because men’s 

reproductive success can be increased through any of these, it may be that men’s 

relationship status by itself does not influence the decisions made by men’s mating 

mechanisms. Being presented with low-cost opportunities to increase reproductive 

success, regardless of a man’s current relationship status may instead be the input to 

men’s evolved mating mechanisms, but this warrants further examination.  

Men’s Relationship Satisfaction 

 

 To test predictions about relationship satisfaction, men in a relationship who 

answered the four questions about relationship satisfaction were used (n = 60). The four 

individual relationship satisfaction questions were summed. Total relationship 

satisfaction ranged from 4 to 28 (M = 24.17, SD = 4.04). Relationship satisfaction 

predictions were tested using regression. Covariates included: men’s SOI scores, feelings 

of sexual regret, and relationship length. For space considerations, assumption tests for 

each regression model are not presented—but each model met the required assumptions. 

 Predictions 9.1 – 9.2. Men with decreased relationship satisfaction were 

predicted to perceive receiving sexual satisfaction as a more beneficial outcome of short-

term mating than men with increased relationship satisfaction. There was no difference in 

perceptions, β = .02, SE = .07, t(55) = .14, p = .89. 

 Men with decreased relationship satisfaction were also predicted to perceive a 

greater likelihood of receiving sexual satisfaction than men with increased relationship 
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satisfaction. Perceptions did not differ between men, β = .09, SE = .03, t(55) = .67, p = 

.51. Results do not support these predictions. 

 Predictions 9.3. It was predicted men with decreased relationship satisfaction 

were predicted to perceive assessing their mate value while short-term mating as more 

beneficial than men with increased relationship satisfaction. Results did not support the 

prediction, β = -.15, SE = .07, t(55) = -1.18, p = .24. 

 Predictions 9.4 – 9.5. Men with decreased relationship satisfaction were 

predicted to perceive assessing women as potential long-term mates as more beneficial 

than men with increased relationship satisfaction. Perceptions did not differ as a function 

of relationship satisfaction, β = -.08, SE = .08, t(55) = -.59, p = .56. 

 It was also predicted men with decreased relationship satisfaction would perceive 

assessing women as potential long-term mates as more likely when engaging in short-

term mating than men with increased relationship satisfaction. There was no difference in 

men’s perceptions, β = .004, SE = .06, t(55) = .03, p = .98. Therefore, these predictions 

were not supported, however men did not perceive assessing women as potential long-

term mates as particularly beneficial (M = .62, SD = 2.37), which may explain why the 

predictions were not supported. 

 Prediction 9.6. Men with increased relationship satisfaction were predicted to 

perceive being forced into a committed relationship with a short-term partner as more 

costly than men with decreased relationship satisfaction. Results did not support the 

prediction, β = -.05, SE = .07, t(55) = -.38, p = .70. 
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 Predictions 9.7 – 9.8. It was predicted men with decreased relationship 

satisfaction would perceive wanting a short-term relationship to be long-term as more 

costly than men with increased relationship satisfaction. Men’s perceptions did not differ, 

β = .09, SE = .07, t(55) = .68, p = .50. 

 Men with decreased relationship satisfaction were also predicted to perceive 

wanting a short-term relationship to be long-term as more likely than men with increased 

relationship. There was no difference in perceptions, β = -.22, SE = 05, t(55) = 1.68, p = 

.12. Results did not support the predictions; however men did not perceive wanting a 

relationship to be long-term as especially costly (M = -.65, SD = 2.22), which may 

explain why predictions were not supported. 

 Prediction 9.9. Men with increased relationship satisfaction were predicted to 

perceive problems with their current relationship as more costly than men with decreased 

relationship satisfaction. Results did not support the prediction, β = -.003, SE = .08, t(55) 

= -.02, p = .98. 

 Discussion. Results did not support the hypothesis that men’s relationship 

satisfaction would influence perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating. One 

explanation for the lack of support may be the measure of relationship satisfaction used in 

the current study. The maximum score was a 28 and men’s mean score was over 24, 

indicating the presence of a ceiling effect. To remedy this, future research should use a 

more sensitive measure of relationship satisfaction to better understand if men’s evolved 

mating mechanisms take current relationship satisfaction as input when making decisions 

about engaging in short-term mating. Conversely, men’s mating mechanisms may not 
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take relationship satisfaction as input when making mating decisions. Instead, similar to 

relationship status, it may be perceptions of the availability of low-cost opportunities to 

increase reproductive success that are more important to mating decisions than a man’s 

current satisfaction with a romantic partner. Future research should examine this by 

presenting men with hypothetical scenarios to determine if an available low-cost 

opportunity is enough to shift men’s perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating. 

Post-Hoc Exploratory Analyses 

 

 Previous research has suggested current and previous mating experiences and an 

individual’s personality influence willingness to engage in short-term mating (Buss & 

Shackelford, 1997; Campbell, 2008; Gangestad & Simpson, 1990; Penke & Asendorpf, 

2008; Schmitt, 2004; Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008). Exploratory analyses were 

conducted to examine if these factors also influence perceptions of the outcomes of short-

term mating. Because there were no a priori predictions, benefits and costs were not 

analyzed individually. Instead, I created an average total score for each participant for 

ratings of the magnitude of the benefits and the magnitude of the costs. Regression 

analyses were then conducted with these average scores as the outcome variables as an 

initial exploration to see if perceptions shift as a function of personality, sociosexuality, 

or feelings of sexual regret. 

 Women. Women who experienced less sexual regret after their last short-term 

mating encounter perceived short-term mating as more beneficial than women who 

experienced greater sexual regret after their last short-term mating encounter. Women’s 
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perceptions about the benefits did not differ as a function of their sociosexuality (see 

Table 26). Women who experienced more sexual regret after their last short-term mating 

encounter perceived short-term mating as more costly than women who experienced less 

sexual regret after their last encounter. Women’s sociosexuality had no effect on 

perceptions of the costs (see Table 24).  

Table 26: Women’s Sociosexuality and Sexual Regret on Perceptions of Short-Term 

Mating 

Regression model on perceptions of benefits of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.00  .68    2.95  .00 

SOI   .02  .02  .08  .83  .41 

Sex Regret  -.06  .03  -.20  -2.01  .05 

F(2, 102) = 2.64, p = .08, R
2
 = 4.00% 

Regression model on perceptions of costs of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  -3.40  .68    -4.97  .00 

SOI   .02  .02  .11  1.09  .28 

Sex Regret  .06  .03  .17  1.80  .05 

F(2, 102) = 1.92, p = .15, R
2
 = 2.89% 

 Of the five factors of personality measured on the TIPI (Gosling et al., 2002), 

only openness to experience influenced perceptions of the benefits of short-term mating. 

Women high in openness to experience perceived short-term mating as more beneficial 

than women low in openness to experience (see Table 27). Women high in 

conscientiousness and women high in neuroticism perceived short-term mating as more 

costly than women low in conscientiousness or low in neuroticism (see Table 25). No 

other factors of personality influenced perceptions of the costs of short-term mating. 
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Table 27: Women’s Personality on Perceptions of Short-Term Mating 

Regression model on perceptions of benefits of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  .24  1.03    .23  .82 

Extraversion  -.02  .05  -.04  -.36  .72 

Agreeableness  -.05  .07  -.08  -.72  .48 

Conscientiousness -.02  .06  -.04  -.33  .74 

Emotional Stability -.02  .07  .04  .32  .75 

Openness  .20  .07  .28  2.76  .01 

F(5, 99) = 1.61, p = .16, R
2
 = 7.84% 

Regression model on perceptions of costs of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  .39  1.01    .39  .70 

Extraversion  -.01  .05  -.02  -.22  .83 

Agreeableness  -.09  .07  -.13  -1.26  .21 

Conscientiousness -.17  .06  -.29  -2.71  .01 

Emotional Stability .14  .07  .23  2.11  .04 

Openness  -.11  .07  -.15  -1.56  .12 

F(5, 99) = 2.85, p = .02, R
2
 = 12.6% 

 These exploratory findings support findings from previous research. Campbell 

(2008) found that women who reported experiencing sexual regret were less willing to 

engage in short-term mating than women who had not experienced sexual regret, and 

present findings suggest experiencing sexual regret shifts perceptions such that short-term 

mating is perceived as less beneficial and more costly. Additionally, Schmitt and 

Shackelford (2008) reported a correlation between women high in openness to experience 

and interest in short-term mating, which is supported by these women perceiving short-

term mating to be more beneficial than women low in openness to experience. 

 These findings do not support previous research on women’s sociosexuality. 

Women high in sociosexuality tend to be more interested in casual sex and have more 

sexual partners than women low in sociosexuality (e.g., Mikach & Bailey, 1999; Simpson 
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& Gangestad, 1992). This suggests these women should perceive short-term mating as 

more beneficial than women low in sociosexuality, but this was not supported by these 

exploratory findings. Future research should examine if sociosexuality influences 

perceptions of the individual benefits and costs of short-term mating to better understand 

how it may influence decisions made by evolved mating mechanisms. 

 Men. Men who experienced less sexual regret after their last short-term mating 

encounter perceived short-term mating as more beneficial than men who experienced 

more sexual regret after their last short-term mating experience. Men’s sociosexuality did 

not influence perceptions of the benefits (see Table 28). Increased feelings of sexual 

regret led men to perceive short-term mating as less costly than decreased feelings of 

sexual regret. Men’s sociosexuality also did not influence perceptions of the costs (see 

Table 28). 

Table 28: Men’s Sociosexuality and Sexual Regret on Perceptions of Short-Term Mating 

Regression model on perceptions of benefits of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  2.73  .76    3.61  .00 

SOI   .01  .02  .03  .35  .73 

Sex Regret  -.09  .04  -.24  -2.61  .01 

F(2, 113) = 3.78, p = .03, R
2
 = 5.76% 

Regression model on perceptions of costs of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  -3.43  .69    -4.97  .00 

SOI   .03  .04  .08  .82  .41 

Sex Regret  .11  .04  .27  2.91  .00 

F(2, 113) = 4.24, p = .02, R
2
 = 7.29% 
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 Of the five factors of personality, only men’s openness to experience marginally 

predicted perceptions of the benefits of short-term mating. Men high in openness to 

experience perceived short-term mating as more beneficial than men low in openness to 

experience. Additionally, men who are high in openness to experience perceived short-

term mating as less costly than men who are low in openness to experience. None of the 

other personality factors influenced perceptions of the costs of short-term mating (see 

Table 29). 

Table 29: Men’s Personality on Perceptions of Short-Term Mating 

Regression model on perceptions of benefits of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  1.32  1.00    1.33  .19 

Extraversion  -.05  .05  -.11  -1.11  .27 

Agreeableness  .03  .08  .04  .42  .68 

Conscientiousness -.01  .07  -.02  -.20  .84 

Emotional Stability -.04  .07  -.07  -.65  .51 

Openness  .11  .07  .17  1.65  .10 

F(5, 109) = .75, p = .59, R
2
 = 2.89% 

Regression model on perceptions of costs of short-term mating 

   b  SE  β  t  p 

Constant  .41  1.00    .41  .68 

Extraversion  .04  .05  .08  .84  .40 

Agreeableness  -.01  .08  -.01  -.09  .93 

Conscientiousness -.01  .07  -.02  -.16  .87 

Emotional Stability -.06  .07  -.09  -.86  .39 

Openness  -.17  .07  -.26  -2.61  .01 

F(5, 109) = 2.09, p = .07, R
2
 = 6.76% 

 These findings do not support previous research on the effects of sociosexuality 

on men’s short-term mating. Men high in sociosexuality engage in more casual sex and 

have more sexual partners than men low in sociosexuality (Gangestad & Simpson, 1990; 
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Penke & Asendorpf, 2008), which suggests they should perceive short-term mating as 

more beneficial or less costly than men low in sociosexuality. This was not supported by 

the exploratory findings. Similar to women, it may be that sociosexuality influences 

perceptions of individual benefits and costs, but this should be examined by future 

research.  

 One previous study demonstrated a correlation between being high in openness to 

experience and interest in short-term sexual relationships in men (Buss & Shackelford, 

1997), and this was supported by the exploratory findings. Men high in openness to 

experience perceived short-term mating as more beneficial and less costly than men low 

in openness to experience. Previous research also found being high in extraversion and 

high in agreeableness correlated with interest in casual sex (Schmitt, 2004), but this was 

not demonstrated in the current findings. Future research should consider how each of the 

personality factors may influence perceptions of the individual benefits and costs to 

determine if these factors are used as input into men’s evolved mating mechanisms. 

DISCUSSION 

Women’s Discussion 

 

 I tested four hypotheses regarding women’s perceptions of the outcomes of short-

term mating. None of the four received strong support, with only the hypothesis 

regarding women’s mate value receiving any amount of support (with 9 of 43 predictions 

supported). As mentioned above, the lack of support may be due to low power (women’s 

exposure to early environmental stress) or poor measurement (women’s mate value and 
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relationship satisfaction). Or as suggested above, it may be that women did not evolve a 

distinct short-term mating psychology. Ancestral women would have spent a majority of 

their time pregnant and/or lactating (Sugiyama, 2005), and therefore even if they lacked a 

long-term mate, they would not have been single and available on the mating market. 

This suggests the frequency in which an ancestral woman would have been single and 

available to mate may have been rare, making it unlikely that natural selection would 

have fashioned mating adaptations for solving adaptive problems related to being single. 

 Instead, it would have been much more common for women to engage in low-cost 

extra-pair copulations (e.g., Greiling & Buss, 2000; Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008), and 

for these to have been recurrent enough for natural selection to fashion adaptations 

relevant to the adaptive problems women face when attempting to engage in extra-pair 

copulations. For example, women in a relationship appear to increase their desire for men 

possessing “good genes” characteristics when they are ovulating, and therefore are at 

highest probability of conceiving (see Thornhill & Gangestad, 2008 for review). Based 

on findings from the current study, future research should focus on how adaptive 

individual differences in women shift perceptions of the benefits and costs of extra-pair 

copulations, not short-term mating in general. Future research should also avoid using 

language that references short-term mating, such as using “a one-night stand” in materials 

presented to female participants, as this may suggest behaviors more indicative of the 

modern environment than those that occurred ancestrally.  

Men’s Discussion 
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 I tested five hypotheses regarding men’s perceptions of the outcomes of short-

term mating. None of the five received strong support, with only the hypothesis regarding 

current mating effort receiving any support (4 of 14 predictions supported). The lack of 

support may be due to poor measurement, such as with men’s mate value, status, and 

relationship satisfaction. Future research should correct the measurement mistakes to 

better determine if these individual differences affect perceptions of the outcomes of 

short-term mating.  

 Although the benefits men may obtain from short-term mating are clear (e.g., 

Buss & Schmitt, 1993), the lack of availability of single women ancestrally makes it 

unlikely that men would have been able to engage solely in short-term mating. It is more 

likely men engaged in long-term mating with opportunistic extra-pair copulations, or 

engaged in serial long-term relationships, than it is that they engaged only in casual, low 

commitment relationships. Therefore, it is unlikely men have evolved a short-term 

mating psychology per se, but instead may have evolved a psychology designed to take 

advantage of low-cost opportunistic sexual encounters, which may appear in the modern 

environment to be akin to having a dedicated short-term mating psychology (see e.g., 

Jonason et al., 2009 for an example of this fallacy). If so, this further suggests future 

research could profit from examining men’s perceptions of the benefits and costs of 

opportunistic matings rather than examining perceptions of a more generalized “short-

term mating.” Similar to women, future research could address this by avoiding using 

language indicative of common modern behaviors, such as one-night stands, that would 

have been rare ancestrally. Using terminology such as this may be providing data to 
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researchers that prevent them from fully understanding how men’s evolved psychology 

was designed. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 

 Alternatively, limitations of the current study may be masking any real effects of 

the individual differences on perceptions of the outcomes of short-term mating. For 

example, although I used a previously validated measure of men’s and women’s mate 

value (CMVS; Fisher et al., 2008) it may not have been the best measure of mate value to 

use. There are other measures of mate value available to use (e.g., Jackson & Kirkpatrick, 

2007; Landolt et al., 1995), but the construct of mate value may be better conceptualized 

as a dynamic process between two people rather than a static trait that can be measured. 

How an individual’s mate value is perceived by a potential romantic partner, or potential 

romantic rival, may be a better indicator than that individual’s self-perceptions of his or 

her own mate value (e.g., Back et al., 2011). Before discounting mate value’s influence 

on perceptions of short-term mating, future research should use a more accurate measure 

of mate value than the one used in the current study. As mentioned above, measurement 

error may also account for the lack of support for several of the other individual 

differences, and these should also be addressed by future research before any final 

conclusions are made about how these individual differences influence perceptions of 

short-term mating and about the design of men’s and women’s mating psychologies.  

 Additionally, many participants commented about the length of the current study, 

which indicates some amount of fatigue may have occurred. Participants completed the 
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survey in the same order, because I wanted them to rate likelihood before magnitude, and 

to complete the benefits and costs before completing the individual differences questions. 

Therefore, there is no way to control for potential fatigue effects in the current data. 

Another potential contributing factor to fatigue was the sheer number of benefits and 

costs participants evaluated twice, once for likelihood and once for magnitude (23 for 

women and 21 for men). It may be a better design for future research to give participants 

a smaller number of benefits and costs and use a between-subjects design to study the 

entire suite of them, or it may be better to examine each benefit and cost in isolation from 

the others. Doing so would significantly decrease the risk of fatigue, and would also 

prevent participants from making internal comparisons between each of the benefits and 

costs. This may provide a better understanding of perceptions of the benefits and costs 

than studying them in total as was done in the current study.  

 Instructions to participants asked them to think of a man or woman who chose to 

have a short-term sexual relationship with another person. There was no check to verify 

participants understood what was meant by short-term sexual relationship (i.e., not 

necessarily a one-night stand), or that participants continued to think about each outcome 

relative to short-term mating as they were instructed. In previous research, participants 

read a brief scenario designed to put them in the right mindset to answer questions related 

to specific mating strategies (e.g., Griskevicius, Cialdini, & Kenrick, 2006), and this may 

be a better method than using the instructions provided in the current study. Providing a 

short scenario and having participants briefly write their interpretation of the scenario 
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would prime participants better than a short description of short-term mating and would 

provide a manipulation check, therefore this should be explored in future research.  

 Findings from this study indicate sex-specific adaptive individual differences 

(those individual differences thought to be recurrent throughout human history; e.g., 

Hawley & Buss, 2011) do not influence perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-

term mating. It was hypothesized that those individual differences previously associated 

with increased frequency of short-term mating (e.g., mate value in men) would also be 

associated with shifts in perceptions of short-term mating, but this was not supported by 

the data. This suggests these individual differences are not used as input in the decisions 

made by evolved mating mechanisms. Previous research has suggested the individual 

differences I included in this study occurred frequently enough ancestrally to recurrently 

be associated with differences in mating success (e.g., Gangestad & Simpson, 1990). It 

may be, however, that these individual differences were not recurrently associated with 

differential mating success, but instead, in ancestral humans were randomly associated 

with success at short-term mating (e.g., Tooby & Cosmides, 1990). Further support for 

this comes from the probabilistic low frequency of casual sexual encounters in ancestral 

populations. If these events occurred rarely, then it is unlikely that any specific individual 

differences could come to be recurrently associated with casual sexual encounters. 

 Recently, evolutionary psychologists have begun to more thoroughly examine the 

role of individual differences in our evolved psychology (e.g., Buss & Hawley, 2011), 

and findings from the current study highlight an important issue for future researchers. 

The specific individual differences in the current study do not appear to influence 
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perceptions of one type of mating behavior; therefore it remains for future research to 

determine exactly what the role is of these individual differences in human mating 

psychology.  
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Chapter 4: General Discussion 

 The aims of this dissertation were twofold: 1) to identify and rank the benefits and 

costs men and women may receive when engaging in short-term mating and 2) to 

examine how sex-specific adaptive individual differences may influence perceptions of 

the magnitude of, and likelihood of receiving, those benefits and costs. Two sets of 

participants in the pilot study nominated benefits and costs and rated the likelihood men 

and women would experience each nominated benefit and cost. I then compiled those 

benefits and costs into categories that were evaluated by participants in Study 1. 

Participants in Study 1 also provided several demographics measures designed to 

examine the influence of individual differences thought to be related to mating success on 

perceptions of short-term mating. Findings from both studies extend previous research on 

humans’ evolved mating psychology and present interesting avenues for future research. 

PILOT STUDY 

 

 Results from the pilot study provide a unique extension of previous research. 

Prior to this study, only one other study empirically examined the benefits women may 

receive when engaging in short-term mating (Greiling & Buss, 2000), and no study had 

examined the costs to women or the benefits or costs to men. Findings from the pilot 

study support previously hypothesized benefits and costs to men and women (e.g., Buss, 

2003; Symons, 1979; Trivers, 1972).  

 Additionally, findings from the pilot study further support the sex difference in 

potential benefits and costs of short-term mating. Men can increase their reproductive 



 177 

success with each successful mating, which suggests short-term mating is a beneficial 

mating strategy for men to use. Conversely, women cannot increase their reproductive 

success by engaging in multiple matings, and it is especially costly for women to become 

pregnant without guaranteed investment (e.g., Hill & Hurtado, 1996). An initial 

exploratory analysis examined how perceptions of the benefits and costs differ for men 

and women. Future research should continue to examine sex differences in perceptions of 

the benefits and costs. For example, given work on men’s sexual overperception bias, and 

men’s use of sexual exploitability tactics (e.g., Goetz et al., 2012; Perilloux et al., 2012), 

it would be interesting to determine if men perceive the costs experienced by women as 

less costly than women perceive them. This could not be tested using data from the pilot 

study because participants only provided ratings of likelihood, not ratings of magnitude. 

Future research could ask participants to provide magnitude ratings of the benefits and 

costs to determine if men’s perceptions differ from women’s perceptions. If this sex 

difference does exist, it would provide further evidence that men’s psychology is 

designed to take advantage of low-cost opportunities to increase reproductive success, 

regardless of the intentions of their potential female partners.  

STUDY 1 

 

 This was the first study that attempted to examine how perceptions of short-term 

mating may shift as a function of sex-specific adaptive individual differences. Although 

findings largely did not support the hypotheses, this study still has merit. Findings 

indicate the individual differences measured in this study may not be inputs into men’s 
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and women’s evolved mating mechanisms, As suggested above, the association between 

these individual differences and willingness to engage in short-term mating may be an 

artifact of the modern environment. The likelihood that short-term mating would have 

occurred frequently enough ancestrally for individual differences to become recurrently 

associated with the behavior is low, suggesting these individual differences may not be 

input into evolved mating mechanisms as I hypothesized. Future research needs to 

address the methodological and theoretical limitations of Study 1 to better determine if 

this hypothesis has merit, or if it needs to be revised because these individual differences 

do not shift perceptions of the benefits and costs of short-term mating. 

 Post-hoc tests explored other individual differences that may influence 

perceptions of short-term mating. Previous experiences of sexual regret led participants to 

view short-term mating as more costly and less beneficial than participants who did not 

experience sexual regret. This finding extended previous work on sexual regret by 

demonstrating how sexual regret may decrease interest in short-term mating (e.g., 

Campbell, 2008). Additionally, for both men and women, being high in openness to 

experience shifted perceptions of short-term mating. This finding supports previous 

research indicating a correlation between openness to experience and interest in short-

term mating (Schmitt & Shackelford, 2008). Findings from the post-hoc tests suggest 

there may be other individual differences that influence perceptions of the benefits and 

costs of short-term mating.  

 One such individual difference may be a man’s current testosterone level. Single 

men have higher testosterone levels than men in committed relationships (Booth & 
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Dabbs, 1993; Gray et al., 2002), which suggests testosterone may be associated with 

interest in short-term mating. Men with higher testosterone engage in more risk-taking 

behavior (Ronay & von Hippel, 2010), and exhibit more dominance behaviors (Slatcher, 

Mehta, & Josephs, 2011), in front of an attractive female than men with lower 

testosterone, which further supports differences in testosterone influencing differences in 

mating behavior. In addition to more thoroughly examining those individual differences 

tested post-hoc in Study 1, future research should also consider how testosterone may 

influence perceptions of the benefits and costs to short-term mating. 

 In Study 1, I examined a subset of individual differences thought to be recurrently 

associated with success or failure at short-term mating across ancestral history. Evolved 

mating psychology may also use information about an individual’s current context as 

input when making mating-related decisions. This information may work in combination 

with input about individual differences, or may be the only information that is used as 

input. One such context may be the sex ratio of the local population. When there are more 

men in the local environment, each individual man’s probability of success at short-term 

mating decreases, and men benefit by switching to a more committed, long-term mating 

strategy. Future research should examine how shifts in local sex ratios shift perceptions 

of the benefits and costs of short-term mating. Other contextual information may also be 

important, such as information regarding a potential short-term mate’s context. For 

example, a high quality woman mated to a high quality man would most likely be 

unavailable as a mating opportunity when her mate was present. She may, however, be 

available when her mate is absent. His absence may decrease the risk of potential 
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repercussions from attempting to mate with her, thereby altering the benefit/cost ratio of 

the encounter. Although not examined in the present study, future research should 

consider both the influence of contextual information by itself, and the interaction 

between an individual’s characteristics and the current contexts. 

 Findings from Study 1 also suggest the concept of short-term mating needs to be 

re-conceptualized. Because men can increase their reproductive success through several 

avenues (Symons, 1979), and not just through casual sexual encounters, their psychology 

may be designed to evaluate the benefits and costs of opportunistic matings, and not just 

potential short-term mating encounters. If men’s psychology operates in such a manner, 

then it should not be surprising that perceptions did not differ in Study 1. Future 

researchers should be considerate of the plausible mating opportunities that would have 

been available to ancestral men, and examine the benefits and costs under such 

conditions. If the availability of single women would have been rare ancestrally, as has 

been suggested by previous researchers (e.g., Symons, 1979), then future research should 

consider men would have had a greater likelihood of increasing reproductive success by 

obtaining multiple long-term mates, or switching to a new long-term mate with higher 

reproductive value than their current partner.  

 Similarly, because it is unlikely ancestral women would have been frequently 

single, there is a low probability women have evolved a unique short-term mating 

psychology. If so, then again it should not be surprising that perceptions did not differ 

between women in Study 1. It is more likely that ancestral women took advantage of low-

cost extra-pair copulations to increase their reproductive success, either by producing 
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high quality offspring, or by obtaining immediate resources to increase survival odds for 

any current offspring. In support of this, findings from the pilot study suggested benefits 

women receive from engaging in short-term mating overlap with benefits mated women 

receive from engaging in extra-pair copulations (Greiling & Buss, 2000; Table 2). Before 

discounting the current hypothesis, future research should examine how perceptions of 

the benefits and costs of extra-pair copulations may shift as a function of the individual 

differences examined in the current study. 

 Findings from Study 1 highlight interesting avenues for future research and also 

highlight interesting future directions for the study of evolved mating psychology. Given 

the recent interest in the role of individual differences in evolved psychology (e.g., Buss 

& Hawley, 2010), it is essential for future researchers to be clear about the adaptive 

problems ancestral men and women would have faced, otherwise as based on the current 

study, it will be difficult to determine the relationship between individual differences and 

psychological adaptations. Additionally, it will be necessary for researchers to consider 

how individual differences may have become recurrently associated with a behavior to 

better ascertain the relationship is the result of evolutionary noise. Specifically regarding 

short-term mating, results from Study 1 suggest there are better ways to conceptualize the 

adaptive problems faced by ancestral men and women than assuming there would have 

been opportunities for them to frequently engage in casual sexual encounters. Future 

research on men’s and women’s evolved mating psychology would profit by taking these 

considerations into account. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

 

 The current set of studies examined the benefits and costs men and women face 

when engaging in short-term mating. The pilot study was the first to empirically examine 

costs to women, and benefits and costs to men, providing a novel contribution to the 

existing literature on short-term mating. Study 1 was the first to examine how individual 

differences previously associated with short-term mating shifted perceptions of the 

benefits and costs of short-term mating. Although the hypotheses were not supported, 

these findings and the findings from the post-hoc tests highlight interesting avenues for 

future research.   
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A: BENEFITS AND COSTS ACT NOMINATION 

Instructions: 

Completing this form is completely voluntary; you are free to skip any question for any 

reason. 

 

Short-term mating can be defined as a casual or brief sexual relationship. The emphasis is 

on casual sexual relationships that involve minimal commitment.  

 

Please take a moment and use the information above to reflect on why women may 

engage in short-term mating.  

Now please list 10 benefits women may obtain from engaging in short-term mating. 

Please explain in detail and be as specific as possible. 

Benefits of short-term mating for women: 

 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

2. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

3. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

4. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

5. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

6. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

8. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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10._____________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Please take another brief moment to reflect on why women may engage in short-term 

mating keeping in mind that short-term mating usually entails casual sexual and low 

commitment relationships. 

Now please list 10 costs women may experience from engaging in short-term mating. 

Please explain in detail and be as specific as possible. 

Costs of short-term mating to women: 

 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

2. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

3. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

4. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

5. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

6. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

8. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

10. _____________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________
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Now please take a brief moment to reflect on why men may engage in short-term mating 

keeping in mind that short-term mating usually entails casual sexual and low commitment 

relationships. 

Now please list 10 benefits men may obtain from engaging in short-term mating. Please 

explain in detail and be as specific as possible. 

Benefits of short-term mating for men: 

 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

2. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

3. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

4. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

5. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

6. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

8. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

10. _____________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please take another brief moment to reflect on why men may engage in short-term 

mating keeping in mind that short-term mating usually entails casual sexual and low 

commitment relationships. 

Now please list 10 costs men may experience from engaging in short-term mating. Please 

explain in detail and be as specific as possible. 

Costs of short-term mating to men: 

 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

2. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

3. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

4. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

5. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

6. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

8. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. ______________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

10. _____________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please answer the following questions about yourself: 

1. Sex:  Male  Female  (please circle one) 

2. Your age: _____ (in years) 

3. Are you currently in a committed relationship? Yes No   (please circle one) 

4. Sexual Orientation:    Heterosexual     Homosexual     Bisexual     Other     (please 

circle one) 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX B: BENEFITS AND COSTS VERIFICATION 

Instructions: 

Completing this form is completely voluntary; you are free to skip any question for any 

reason. 

 

Short-term mating can be defined as a casual or brief sexual relationship. The emphasis is 

on casual sexual relationships that involve minimal commitment.  

 

Please take a moment and use the information above to reflect on why women may 

engage in short-term mating.  

Listed below are several benefits women may receive as a result of engaging in short-

term mating.  

 

Using the scale below, please indicate how likely it is a typical woman would receive 

each of these benefits. 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6         7 

Not at all                 Extremely 

likely                        likely 

 

1. No strings/No responsibility 

2. Sexual satisfaction 

3. Exploring variety/Trying out different men 

4. Acquire material goods (drinks, dinner, shelter, etc) 

5. Expand social circle/Form new connections 

6. Boost self-esteem 

7. Makes her feel wanted or desired 

8. Find a long-term mate 

9. Companionship/Friendship 

10. Pregnancy 

11. No emotional attachment 

12. Stress/Anger reduction 

13. Gain sexual experience/Practice sexual techniques 

14. Gain status over peers/Get something they don’t have 

15. Boredom relief 

16. Confirm attractiveness 

17. Independence 

18. Feels good/pleasurable 

19. Get to date multiple people 

20. Gain acceptance from peers 

21. Reduce loneliness for awhile 

22. Get to focus on other areas of life 
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23. Get exercise/maintain good health 

24. Increase self-confidence 

25. No jealousy 

26. Helps get over a break-up 

27. Lives out sexual fantasies 

28. Better understand future long-term mate 

29. “Trophy”—sleep with hot guy 

30. Still feel sexy 

31. Find better father for kids 

32. Feeling of closeness with someone 

33. Access to a larger pool of good genes 

34. Cheers a male up 

35. Protects her from being forced to have sex 

36. Get to have fun and excitement 

37. Find compatible partner 

38. Can do whatever want whenever 

39. Get revenge 

40. Don’t fall in love 

41. Don’t have to put up with anything 

42. Please a guy 

43. Pays a guy back for a favor 

 

Please take another brief moment to reflect on why women may engage in short-term 

mating keeping in mind that short-term mating usually entails casual sexual and low 

commitment relationships. 

Listed below are several costs women may experience as a result of engaging in short-

term mating.  

 

Using the scale below, please indicate how likely it is a typical woman would experience 

each of these costs. 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6           7 

Not at all                 Extremely 

likely             likely 

 

1. Sexually transmitted disease 

2. Earn a bad reputation/be called a “slut” 

3. Decreased self-esteem 

4. No emotional attachment/fulfillment 

5. Become emotionally attached 

6. Man may be dangerous or abusive 

7. She won’t be attractive as a long-term mate 

8. She may miss a good long-term mate while she short-term mates 
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9. Pregnancy 

10. Other people will lose respect for her 

11. Mental/emotional health problems 

12. No secure relationships 

13. Disappointment when relationship not more than short-term 

14. Put herself in unsafe/risky situation 

15. Indicates she cannot commit 

16. Won’t know partner’s history 

17. Family and friends may get hurt 

18. Lose dignity/self-respect 

19. May have to be single mother 

20. Jealousy 

21. Feel undesired or unwanted 

22. Lose friends 

23. Feel used 

24. Lack of a constant companion 

25. Hurts partner because he becomes attached 

26. Lose status among friends 

27. Loneliness 

28. Won’t know father of a baby 

29. Heartbreak 

30. Man may have other lovers/be married 

31. Bad sexual experience 

32. Cheapens sex 

33. Expensive because have to pay for dates 

34. Physical pain 

35. Lose job 

36. Develop regret later in life 

37. Decreased happiness in future relationships 

38. Ruin relationship with person short-term mating with 

39. Men lose interest after having sex 

40. Risk of date rape 

41. Face potential repercussions from partner’s love 

42. Ruin current relationship if caught by partner 

43. End up with bad guy in long-term relationship because of lowered standards: 

44. Get pregnant by wrong guy 

 

 

Reminder: The definition of short-term mating is: A casual or brief sexual relationship. 

The emphasis is on casual sexual relationships that involve minimal commitment. 

 

Please take a moment and use the information above to reflect on why men may engage 

in short-term mating. 
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Listed below are several benefits men may receive as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating.  

 

Using the scale below, please indicate how likely it is a typical man would receive each 

of these benefits. 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6           7 

Not at all                 Extremely 

likely             likely 

 

1. No obligations/commitments 

2. Sexual pleasure/orgasm 

3. High status/Increase status 

4. Be with multiple partners 

5. Increase self-confidence 

6. Practice sexual performance 

7. Companionship 

8. Make lots of babies/”spread seed” 

9. No emotional attachment 

10. Stress release 

11. Make new friends 

12. Sexual conquests 

13. Boredom relief 

14. Experiment/Fulfill curiosity 

15. Money and material goods 

16. Don’t have to support woman financially 

17. Exercise 

18. Gain acceptance from peers 

19. Get sexual pleasure lacking in current relationship 

20. Increase self-esteem 

21. Gain experience to get more women 

22. More time for other things 

23. Improve sexual techniques 

24. Independence 

25. No pressures to create a relationship 

26. Act out fantasies 

27. More frequent sex 

28. May turn into meaningful relationship 

29. Proves he can get a woman 

30. Gain reputation as desirable mate 

31. Try out partners to find long-term mate 

32. Gets to have fun 

33. Revenge 
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Please take another brief moment to reflect on why men may engage in short-term 

mating keeping in mind that short-term mating usually entails casual sexual and low 

commitment relationships. 

Listed below are several costs men may experience as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating.  

 

Using the scale below, please indicate how likely it is a typical man would experience 

each of these costs. 

 

1  2  3  4  5  6           7 

Not at all                 Extremely 

likely             likely 

 

1. Sexually transmitted disease 

2. The woman gets pregnant 

3. Expensive 

4. Get a bad reputation/labeled a “player” 

5. No stable relationships 

6. Loneliness 

7. Get emotionally attached 

8. May miss good long-term partner while short-term mating 

9. May put himself in unsafe situations 

10. Marital problems/divorce 

11. May get a woman pregnant don’t want to be in long-term relationship with 

12. Have to pay child support 

13. Others lose respect for man 

14. No emotional attachment 

15. Develops callous attitude towards women 

16. Partner may get attached 

17. Takes time away from rest of life 

18. May date stalker 

19. Creates too casual view of sex 

20. Decreased self-esteem 

21. Awkward if one partner attached and the other not 

22. May face repercussions from jealous lover 

23. May get hurt 

24. Kids, family, spouse disappointed in him 

25. Lose friends/family 

26. Trouble at work 

27. Feels guilt 

28. Feels used 

29. Emotionally draining 

30. Unhappiness in future relationships:  
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31. Embarrassment if something goes wrong 

32. Woman may steal his stuff 

33. Lose current partner 

34. Won’t be able to form long-term relationship if short-term mate a lot 

35. Sex is addictive 

36. Hard to balance women 

37. Could call a woman by the wrong name 

Please answer the following questions about yourself: 

1. Sex:  Male  Female  (please circle one) 

2. Your age: _____ (in years) 

3. Are you currently in a committed relationship? Yes No   (please circle one) 

4. Sexual Orientation:    Heterosexual     Homosexual     Bisexual     Other     (please 

circle one) 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE 

Part 1 

Think of a woman who chose to have a short-term sexual relationship with another 

person. Below is a list of potential outcomes this woman could experience by having this 

sexual relationship.  

 

Please read each potential outcome carefully and assess, in your own judgment, whether 

or not this woman received, or would receive, each particular outcome from the short-

term sexual relationship. 

 

Use the scale below to determine the likelihood the woman will receive each 

outcome. 

 

1  2  3 4  5  6  7 

    Highly unlikely          Highly likely 

 

1. Don’t have to form a commitment     

2. Sexual satisfaction       

3. Improve physical health      

4. Enhance status       

5. Improve mental health  

6. Acquire material goods  

7. Potential for offspring with better genes  

8. Lose status         

9. Missed other opportunities for long-term opportunities    

10. Potential for offspring with poor quality genes  

11. Risk of sexual exploitation   

12. May become jealous      

13. Get revenge 

14. Assess mate value 

15. Assess self-worth 

16. Assess men as potential long-term mate 

17. Hone skills as mate 

18. Pregnancy 

19. Acquire at STD 

20. Wanted a long-term relationship 

21. Decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate 

22. Lack of investment/resources 

23. Problems with her existing relationship 
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Now please consider each item separately and assume she has received each outcome you 

read on the list. Given that the woman has received each outcome, please rate how 

beneficial or how costly each item would be. 

Use the scale below to determine the magnitude of each benefit: 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Extremely    Neither costly           Extremely 

Costly    or beneficial           beneficial 

 

1. Don’t have to form a commitment     

2. Sexual satisfaction       

3. Improve physical health      

4. Enhance status       

5. Improve mental health  

6. Acquire material goods  

7. Potential for offspring with better genes  

8. Lose status         

9. Missed other opportunities for long-term relationship    

10. Potential for offspring with poor quality genes  

11. Risk of sexual exploitation   

12. May become jealous      

13. Get revenge 

14. Assess mate value 

15. Assess self-worth 

16. Assess men as potential long-term mate 

17. Hone skills as mate 

18. Pregnancy 

19. Acquire at STD 

20. Wanted a long-term relationship 

21. Decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate 

22. Lack of investment/resources 

23. Problems with her existing relationship 
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Think of a man who chose to have a short-term sexual relationship with another person. 

Below is a list of potential outcomes this man could receive by having this sexual 

relationship.  

 

Please read each potential outcome carefully and assess, in your own judgment, whether 

or not this man received, or would receive, each particular outcome from the short-term 

sexual relationship.  

 

Use the scale below to determine the likelihood the man will receive each outcome. 

 

1  2  3  4 5  6          7 

    Highly unlikely          Highly likely 

 

1. No commitment 

2. Sexual satisfaction 

3. Improve physical health 

4. Enhance status 

5. Experience sexual variety 

6. Practice/learning 

7. Assess mate value 

8. Assess self-worth 

9. Assess women as potential long-term mate 

10. Increase number of offspring 

11. Acquire material goods 

12. Get revenge 

13. Acquire a STD 

14. Forced commitment 

15. Lose status 

16. Decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate 

17. Missed other opportunities for a long-term relationship 

18. Wanted a long-term relationship 

19. Lost time for other opportunities 

20. Put himself in an unsafe situation 

21. Problems with his existing relationship 
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Now please consider each item separately and assume he has received each outcome you 

read on the list. Given that the man has received each outcome, please rate how 

beneficial or how costly each item would be. 

Use the scale below to determine the magnitude of each benefit: 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Extremely    Neither costly           Extremely 

Costly    or beneficial           beneficial 

 

1. No commitment 

2. Sexual satisfaction 

3. Improve physical health 

4. Enhance status 

5. Experience sexual variety 

6. Practice/learning 

7. Assess mate value 

8. Assess self-worth 

9. Assess women as potential long-term mate 

10. Increase number of offspring 

11. Acquire material goods 

12. Get revenge 

13. Acquire a STD 

14. Forced commitment 

15. Lose status 

16. Decreased attractiveness as a long-term mate 

17. Missed other opportunities for a long-term relationship 

18. Wanted a long-term relationship 

19. Lost time for other opportunities 

20. Put himself in an unsafe situation 

21. Problems with his existing relationship 
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Please record the woman you were thinking of while making these assessments. Please 

report her relationship to you and not her name (e.g., my sister, my best friend): 

______________________ 

 

Please record the man you were thinking of while making these assessments. Please 

report his relationship to you and not his name (e.g., my brother, my friend): 

______________________ 

 

Questionnaire – Part 2 

Please answer the following questions. You are free to skip any question you do not wish 

to answer. 

Age: ________ (in years)  _____ I prefer not to answer 

 

Gender: Male  Female  (please circle one)    

_____ I prefer not to answer 

 

Ethnicity: ___Caucasian  ___ Hispanic  ___African American  ___Asian  ___ Indian   

       ___ Other (please specify):_________________     

      ___ I prefer not to answer this question. 

Sexual Orientation:             ____ Heterosexual       ____ Homosexual        ____ Bisexual  

                                               ____ I prefer not to answer this question    

 

Relationship Status:       ___ Single       ___ Dating       ____ Exclusive Relationship      

___ Married        ___Other  (please specify):__________              ____ I prefer not to 

answer. 

 

How long have you been in your current relationship? ______ (in months; 1 year = 12 

months)    

____ I am not currently in a relationship 

____ I prefer not to answer 

 

If you are currently in a relationship, please answer the following questions using the 

scale provided below. In the space to the right of each item, write the number from the 

scale that best represents your response. 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

     Not at all             Extremely 

 

1. How committed are you to your partner? ____ 

2. How satisfied are you, overall, with your partner? ____ 
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3. How sexually satisfied are you with your partner? ____ 

4. How emotionally satisfied are you with your partner? ____ 

Regardless of your current relationship status: 

Please rate the degree to which you currently desire to have children (or another child):  

 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|  

  1                     2                       3                       4                      5 

 

  "Not at all"                           "Moderately"                            "Strong current desire" 

 

Regardless of your current relationship status: 

Please rate the degree to which you are currently seeking a short-term mate (e.g., one-

night stand, casual sex, etc.) 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|  

  1                     2                       3                       4                      5 

 

  "Not at all"                           "Moderately"                            "Strongly currently seeking" 

 

Please rate the likelihood you could successfully obtain a short-term mate (e.g., one-night 

stand, casual sex, etc.) 

 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|  

  1                     2                       3                       4                      5 

 

  "Not at all"                           "Moderately"                            "Very Likely" 

 

Please rate the degree to which you are currently seeking a long-term mate (e.g., 

committed romantic relationship, spouse, etc) 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|                     

  1                     2                       3                       4                      5 

 

  "Not at all"                           "Moderately"                               "Strongly currently 

seeking" 

 

Please rate the likelihood you could successfully obtain a long-term mate (e.g., 

committed romantic relationship, spouse, etc) 

 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|  

  1                     2                       3                       4                      5 

 

  "Not at all"                           "Moderately"                            "Very Likely" 
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Please respond honestly to the following questions: 

1. With how many different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months? 

□ □ □ □ □ 

0 1 2 to 3 4 to 7 8 or more 

2. With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse on one and 

only one occasion? 

□ □ □ □ □ 

0 1 2 to 3 4 to 7 8 or more 

3. With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse without having 

an interest in a long-term committed relationship with this person? 

□ □ □ □ □ 

0 1 2 to 3 4 to 7 8 or more 

4. Sex without love is OK. 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

Totally disagree    Totally agree 

5.  I can imagine myself being comfortable and enjoying "casual" sex with different 

partners. 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

Totally disagree    Totally agree 

     

6. I do not want to have sex with a person until I am sure that we will have a long-

term, serious relationship. 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

Totally disagree    Totally agree 

7. How often do you have fantasies about having sex with someone you are not in a 

committed romantic relationship with? 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

Never Very seldom About once a 

month 

About once a 

week 

Nearly every 

day 

8. How often do you experience sexual arousal when you are in contact with 

someone you are not in a committed romantic relationship with? 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

Never Very seldom About once a 

month 

About once a 

week 

Nearly every 

day 

9. In everyday life, how often do you have spontaneous fantasies about having sex 

with someone you have just met? 

1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □ 

Never Very seldom About once a 

month 

About once a 

week 

Nearly every 

day 
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Please answer the following questions: 

How attractive do you perceive your face is in comparison to other people of the same 

sex? 
|___________|____________|____________|____________|                     

    1                     2                       3                       4                       5 

 

"Not at all"                             "Moderately"                               "Extremely" 

How attractive do you perceive your body is in comparison to other people of the same 

sex? 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|                     

    1                     2                       3                       4                       5 

 

"Not at all"                             "Moderately"                               "Extremely" 

How attractive do you perceive you are overall in comparison to other people of the same 

sex? 

|___________|____________|____________|____________|                     

    1                     2                       3                       4                       5 

 

"Not at all"                             "Moderately"                               "Extremely" 

Following is a list of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please write a 

number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 

that statement. You should rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even 

if one characteristic applies more strongly than the other. 

 

1 = Disagree strongly 

2 = Disagree moderately 

3 = Disagree a little 

4 = Neither agree nor disagree 

5 = Agree a little 

6 = Agree moderately 

7 = Agree strongly 
 

I see myself as: 

______ 1. Extraverted, enthusiastic. 

______ 2. Critical, quarrelsome. 

______ 3. Dependable, self-disciplined. 

______ 4. Anxious, easily upset 
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______ 5. Open to new experiences, complex. 

______ 6. Reserved, quiet. 

______ 7. Sympathetic, warm. 

______ 8. Disorganized, careless. 

______ 9. Calm, emotionally stable. 

______10. Conventional, uncreative. 

 

For each of the following statements, use the scale below to indicate your agreement or 

disagreement. 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = agree 

4 = strongly agree 

 

______ 1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on equal basis with others. 

______ 2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 

______ 3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. 

______ 4. I am able to do things as well as most people. 

______ 5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 

______ 6. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 

______ 7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 

______ 8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. 

______ 9. I certainly feel useless at times. 

______10. At times, I think I am no good at all. 

Please answer the following questions: 

On a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is very low and 10 is very high: 

What do you perceive your value on the mating market is relative to other people of the 

same sex? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

What do you perceive members of the opposite sex think is your value on the mating 

market? 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Women: Please answer the following questions. Men: Please skip to the next section. 

 

1. Was your biological father present in your home until you reached adolescence? 

  Yes   No  ____ I prefer not to answer 

If not, how old were you when he left (leaving could be from separation, divorce, 

or death)?    ______ (in years)  ____ I prefer not to answer 

 

2. How old were you when you began menstruation? _______ (in years) 

 

3. Are you currently experiencing menopause? Yes No  __ I prefer not to 

answer 

 If yes, are you on hormone replacement therapy?   Yes     No     

___I prefer not to answer 

 

Women: Please answer the following questions. Men: Please skip to the next section. 
 

Common benefits women may receive from engaging in short-term mating (e.g., one-

night stand, casual sex, etc.) include: 

 1. Sex without a commitment 

 2. Experience sexual variety 

 3. Acquire material goods such as food, drinks, jewelry 

 4. Confirming attractiveness 

 5. Maintaining an independent life 

 

Have you ever experienced any of these benefits as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating? 

  Yes  No  ____ I prefer not to answer 

 

Common costs women may receive from engaging in short-term mating (e.g., one-night 

stand, casual sex, etc.) include: 

 1. Sexually transmitted disease 

 2. Pregnancy 

 3. A bad reputation/loss of respect from peers 

 4. Being put in an unsafe situation 

 

Have you ever experienced any of these costs as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating? 

  Yes  No  ____ I prefer not to answer 
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Men: Please answer the following questions. Women: Please skip to the next section. 

Do you have any biological children?  Yes No 

 If yes, how many children do you have? _______  ____I prefer not to 

answer 

 If yes, how old is your oldest child? _______  ____I prefer not to 

answer 

 

Please answer the following questions using the scale provided below. In the space to the 

left of each item, write the number from the scale that best represents your response. 

 

  1  2  3  4  5 

  Strongly disagree          Strongly agree 

 

______ 1. When I see an attractive woman with her partner, I might try to get her 

attention.  

______ 2. I would rather date several women at once than just one woman.  

______ 3. I think women find me naturally attractive.  

______ 4. I like women more for their good looks than for their companionship.  

______ 5. I would get back at someone who looked at my partner the wrong way.  

______ 6. I would start a relationship with another woman before ending one with my 

current partner.  

______ 7. My friends respect me because they know I’m a little wild and crazy. 

______ 8. If other men think I’m attractive to women, they will stay away from my 

partner. 

______ 9. Other men respect me because they know I have a lot of friends who would 

support me. 

______ 10. If other men think I’m tough, they will stay away from my partner. 

 

If you have biological children: using the same scale as above, please answer the 

following questions. 

 

______ 1. I feel emotionally close to my children. 

______ 2. I would rather spend time with my children than do anything else. 

______ 3. I am currently not financially able to meet my children’s needs. 

______ 4. My children are more important to me than my relationship with my partner. 

______ 5. My children know I will always be there for them. 

______ 6. I enjoy teaching my children new things. 

 

On an average day, how many minutes do you spend with your children? CIRCLE 

ONE. 

 

0-30 minutes  30-60 minutes      60-90 minutes 90-120 minutes over 120 

minutes  
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Men: Please answer the following questions. Women: Please skip to the next section. 

Common benefits men may receive from engaging in short-term mating (e.g., one-night 

stand, casual sex, etc.) include:  

 1. Bragging rights to friends 

 2. An increase in self-esteem or self-confidence 

 3. Sex without a commitment 

 4. The chance to improve sexual techniques or to try out new techniques 

 5. Experiencing sexual variety 

 

Have you ever experienced any of these benefits as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating? 

  Yes  No  ____ I prefer not to answer 

 

Common costs men may receive from engaging in short-term mating (e.g., one-night 

stand, casual sex, etc.) include: 

 1. Sexually transmitted disease 

 2. Impregnating a partner and having to support her 

 3. Disappointment from his family and friends 

 4. Emotional attachment from partner 

 

Have you ever experienced any of these costs as a result of engaging in short-term 

mating? 

  Yes  No  ____ I prefer not to answer 
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Next Section 

Please answer the following questions using the scale provided below. In the space to the 

left of each item, write the number from the scale that best represents your response. 

 

       1          2  3  4  5  6  7 

Strongly disagree        Strongly agree 

 

______ 1. I enjoy having control over others. 

______ 2. I often try to get my own way regardless of what others may want. 

______ 3. I am willing to use aggressive tactics to get my way. 

______ 4. I try to control others rather than permit them to control me. 

______ 5. I do not have a forceful or dominant personality. 

______ 6. Others know it is better to let me have my way. 

______ 7. I do not enjoy having authority over other people. 

______ 8. Some people are afraid of me. 

______ 9. I have flashes of unpredictable or erratic anger. 

______ 10. I dislike giving orders. 

______ 11. Members of my group respect and admire me. 

______ 12. Members of my group do not want to be like me. 

______ 13. I have gained distinction and social prestige among others in the group. 

______ 14. Others always expect me to be successful. 

______ 15. Others do not value my opinion. 

______ 16. I am held in high esteem by those I know. 

______ 17. My unique talents and abilities are recognized by others. 

______ 18. I am considered an expert on some matters by others. 

______ 19. I like to help others. 

______ 20. Others seek my advice on a variety of matters. 

______ 21. Others do not enjoy hanging out with me. 

______ 22. Others do not like to do favors for me or help me. 

Please answer the following questions using the scale provided below. In the space to the 

left of each item, write the number from the scale that best represents your response. 

 

        1          2  3  4  5  6  7 

Strongly disagree        Strongly agree 

 

______ 1. Members of the opposite sex that I like tend to like me back. 

______ 2. Members of the opposite sex notice me. 

______ 3. I receive many compliments from members of the opposite sex. 

______ 4. I receive sexual invitations from members of the opposite sex. 

______ 5. Members of the opposite sex are attracted to me. 

______ 6. I can have as many sexual partners as I choose. 

______ 7. I run into friends wherever I go. 

______ 8. I have a large network of friends. 
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______ 9. I receive many and frequent invites for social events. 

______ 10. I consider myself popular. 

______ 11. I often stay home because there isn’t anything to do. 

______ 12. I want to have children in my lifetime. 

______ 13. I would make a good parent. 

______ 14. It is important that the opposite sex view me as a good parent. 

______ 15. I want people to think I am wealthy. 

______ 16. I have a tendency to display my wealth. 

______ 17. I would like members of the opposite sex to consider me physically attractive. 

______ 18. I would like members of the opposite sex to consider me sexy. 

______ 19. After I date someone they often want to date me again. 

______ 20. Several members of the opposite sex have had crushes on me in the past 6 

months. 

______ 21. I would like members of the opposite to hit on me more than they do. 

______ 22. I often worry about not having a date. 

Please think of the last time you engaged in short-term mating (e.g., one-night stand, 

casual sex, etc.).  

 

Please answer the following questions as they apply to that specific experience using the 

scale provided below. In the space to the left of each item, write the number from the 

scale that best represents your response. 

 

  0  1  2  3 

  Definitely not            Definitely 

 

______ 1. Were you secretly hoping your friends would hear about it? 

______ 2. Did you feel sorry because you feel you used another person? 

______ 3. Was it successful because your partner was desirable to other people? 

______ 4. Did you feel regret because you felt used? 

______ 5. Did you feel sexually satisfied and content? 

______ 6. Were you disappointed that the relationship did not come to anything more? 

______ 7. Did you feel fully alive and have an enhanced sense of wellbeing? 

______ 8. Were you worried about your loss of reputation if other people found out? 

______ 9. Were you more confident about yourself? 

______ 10. Were you scared about a possible pregnancy or about contracting a sexually 

transmitted disease? 

______ 11. Were you flattered this person found you desirable? 

______ 12. Did you feel regret that you had let yourself down? 

  



 208 

References 

Abbey, A. (1982). Sex differences in attributions for friendly behavior: Do males 

 misperceive females’ friendliness? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

 32, 830-838. 

 

Ackerman, J. M., Becker, D. V., Mortensen, C. R., Sasaki, T., Neuberg, S. L., & Kenrick, 

 D. T. (2009). A pox on the mind: Disjunction of attention and memory in the 

 processing of physical disfigurement. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 

 45, 478–485. 

 

Andersson, M. (1994). Sexual selection. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ. 

 

Apicella, C. L., & Marlowe, F. W. (2004). Perceived mate fidelity and paternal 

 resemblance predict men’s investment in children. Evolution and Human 

 Behavior, 25, 371-378. 

 

Apicella, C. L., & Marlowe, F. W. (2007). Men’s reproductive investment decisions: 

 Mating, parenting, and self-perceived mate value. Human Nature, 18, 22-34. 

 

Back, M. D., Penke, L., Schmukle, S. C., & Asendorpf, J. B. (2011). Knowing your own 

 mate value: Sex-specific personality effects on the accuracy of expected mate 

 choices. Psychological Science, 22, 984-989. 

 

Baker, R. R., & Bellis, M. A. (1993a). Human sperm competition: Ejaculate adjustment 

by males and the function of masturbation. Animal Behaviour, 46, 861-885. 

 

Baker, R. R., & Bellis, M. A. (1993b). Human sperm competition: Ejaculate 

 manipulation by females and a function for the female orgasm. Animal Behaviour, 

 46, 887-909. 

 

Belsky, J., Steinberg, L., & Draper, P. (1991). Childhood experience, interpersonal 

 development, and reproductive strategy: An evolutionary theory of socialization. 

 Child Development, 62, 647-670. 

 

Ben Hamida, S., Mineka, S., & Bailey, J. M. (1998). Sex differences in perceived 

 controllability of mate value: An evolutionary perspective. Journal of Personality 

 and Social Psychology, 75, 953-966. 

 

Bereczkei, T., Voros, S., Gal, A., & Bernath, L. (1997). Resources, attractiveness, family 

 commitment: Reproductive decisions in human mate choice. Ethology, 103, 681-

 699. 

 



 209 

Betzig, L. (1988). Mating and parenting in Darwinian perspective. In L. Betzig, M. 

 Borgerhoff-Mulder, & P. Turke (Eds.), Human Reproductive Behavior: A 

 Darwinian Perspective (pp. 3-20). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Booth, A., & Dabbs Jr., J. M. (1993). Testosterone and men’s marriages. Social Forces, 

 72, 463-477. 

 

Burhmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011) Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A new 

 source of inexpensive, yet high-quality data? Perspectives on Psychological 

 Science, 6, 3-5. 

 

Buss, D. M. (1988). From vigilance to violence: Tactics of mate retention in American 

 undergraduates. Ethology &Sociobiology, 9, 291-317. 

 

Buss, D. M. (1989). Sex differences in human mate preferences: Evolutionary hypotheses 

 testing in 37 cultures. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 12, 1-49. 

 

Buss, D. M. (2003). The evolution of desire: Strategies of human mating (Rev Ed.). New 

 York: Free Press. 

 

Buss, D. M., & Barnes, M. F. (1986). Preferences in human mate selection. Journal of 

 Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 559-570. 

 

Buss, D. M., & Craik, K. H. (1983). The act frequency approach to personality. 

 Psychological Review, 90, 105-126. 

 

Buss, D. M., & Hawley, P. H. (2011). The evolution of personality and individual 

 differences. New York: Oxford University Press. 

 

Buss, D. M., & Schmitt, D. P. (1993). Sexual strategies theory: An evolutionary 

 perspective on human mating. Psychological Review, 100, 204-232. 

 

Buss, D. M., & Shackelford, T. K. (2008) Attractive women want it all: Good genes, 

 economic investment, parenting proclivities, and emotional commitment. 

 Evolutionary Psychology, 6, 134-146. 

 

Buss, D.M., Shackelford, T.K. (1997). Susceptibility to infidelity in the first year of 

 marriage. Journal of Research in Personality, 31, 193-221. 

 

Buss, D. M., Shackelford, T. K., Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Larsen, R. J. (2001). A half 

 century of American mate preferences: The cultural evolution of values. Journal 

 of Marriage and the Family, 63, 491-503. 

 



 210 

Buttermore, N. R., Kirkpatrick, L. A. (submitted). Distinguishing dominance and 

 prestige: Two distinct pathways to status. Manuscript submitted for publication. 

 

Buunk, B. P., Dijkstra, P., Kenrick, D. T., & Warntjes, A. (2001). Age preferences for 

 mates related to gender, own age, and involvement level. Evolution and Human 

 Behavior, 22, 241-250. 

 

Campbell, A. (2008). The morning after the night before: Affective reactions to one-night 

 stands among mated and unmated women and men. Human Nature, 19, 157-173. 

 

Carroll, J. L., Volk, K. D., & Hyde, J. S. (1985). Differences between males and females 

 in motives for engaging in sexual intercourse. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 14, 

 131-139. 

 

Cashdan, E. (1993). Attracting males: Effects of parental investment on mate attraction 

 strategies. Ethology and Sociobiology, 14, 1-24. 

 

Chisholm, J. S. (1993). Death, hope and sex: Life-history theory and the development of 

reproductive strategies. Current Anthropology, 34, 1-24. 

 

Chisholm, J. S. (1996). The evolutionary ecology of attachment organization. Human 

 Nature, 7, 1-38. 

 

Chisholm, J. S., Burbank, V. K., Coall, D. A., & Gemmiti, F. (2005). Early stress: 

 Perspectives from developmental evolutionary ecology. In B. J. Ellis, & D. F. 

 Bjorklund (Eds.), Origins of the social mind: Evolutionary psychology and child 

 development (pp. 76-107). New York: Guilford Press, USA. 

 

Clark, R. D., & Hatfield, E. (1989). Gender differences in receptivity to sexual offers. 

 Journal of Psychology and Human Sexuality, 2, 39-55. 

 

Clark, C. L., Shaver, P. R., & Abrahams, M. F. (1999). Strategic behaviors in romantic 

 relationship initiation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 707-720. 

 

Confer, J. C., Easton, J. A., Fleischman, D. S., Goetz, C. D., Lewis, D. M. G., Perilloux, 

 C., & Buss, D. M. (2010). Evolutionary psychology: Controversies, questions, 

 prospects, and limitations. American Psychologist, 65, 110-126. 

 

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1983). Sex, Evolution, and Behavior (2
nd

 ed). Boston, MA: 

 Willard Grant Press. 

 

de Graaf, H., & Sandfort, T. G. M. (2004). Gender differences in affective responses to 

 sexual rejection. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 33, 395-403. 



 211 

 

Döring, G. K. (1969). The incidence of anovular cycles in women. Journal of 

Reproductive Fertility Supplemental, 6, 77-81. 

 

Draper, P., & Harpending, H. (1982). Father absence and reproductive strategy: An 

 evolutionary perspective. Journal of Anthropological Research, 38, 255-273. 

 

Dunson, D. B., Colombo, B., & Baird, D. D. (2002). Changes with age in the level and 

 duration of fertility in the menstrual cycle. Human Reproduction, 17, 1399-1403. 

 

Easton, J. A., Confer, J. C., Goetz, C. D., & Buss, D. M. (2010). Reproduction 

 expediting: Sexual motivations, fantasies, and the ticking biological clock. 

 Personality and Individual Differences, 49, 516-520. 

 

Ellis, B. J. (2011). Toward an evolutionary-developmental explanation of alternative 

 reproductive strategies: The central role of switch-controlled modular systems. In 

 D.M. Buss, & P. H. Hawley (Eds.), The evolution of personality and individual 

 differences (pp 177 – 209). New York: Oxford University Press. 

 

Ellis, B. J. (2005). Determinants of pubertal timing: An evolutionary developmental 

 approach. In B. J. Ellis, & D. F. Bjorklund (Eds.), Origins of the social mind: 

 Evolutionary psychology and child development (pp. 164-188). New York: 

 Guilford Press, USA. 

 

Ellis, B. J., & Garber, J. (2000). Psychosocial antecedents of variations in girls’ pubertal 

 timing: Maternal depression, stepfather presence, and marital and family stress. 

 Child Development, 71, 485-501. 

 

Ellis, B.J., Schlomer, G. L., Tilley, E. H., & Butler, E. A. (2012). Impact of fathers on 

 risky sexual behavior in daughters: A genetically and environmentally controlled 

 sibling study. Development and Psychopathology, 24, 317-332. 

 

Ellis, B. J., & Symons, D. (1990). Sex differences in sexual fantasy: An evolutionary 

 psychological approach. The Journal of Sex Research, 27, 527–555. 

 

Feinberg, D. R., Jones, B. C., DeBruine, L. M., Moore, F. R., Law Smith, M. J. et al. 

 (2005). The voice and face of woman: One ornament that signals quality? 

 Evolution and Human Behavior, 26, 398-408. 

 

Feinberg, D. R., Jones, B. C., Law Smith, M. J., Moore, F. R., DeBruine, L. M., 

 Cornwell, R. E. et al. (2006). Menstrual cycle, trait estrogen level, and 

 masculinity preferences in the human voice. Hormones and Behavior, 49, 215-

 222. 



 212 

 

Fink, B., Grammar, K., & Thornhill, R. (2001). Human (Homo sapiens) facial 

 attractiveness in relation to skin texture and color. Journal of Comparative 

 Psychology, 115, 92-99. 

 

Fisher, M., Cox, A., Bennett, S., & Gavric, D. (2008). Components of self-perceived 

mate value. Journal of Social, Evolutionary, and Cultural Psychology, 2, 156-

168. 

 

Fisher, R.A. (1930/2000). The genetical theory of natural selection (3
rd

 Ed.). New York: 

 Oxford University Press, USA. 

 

Fletcher, G. J. O, Tither, J. M., O’Loughlin, C., Friesen, M., & Overall, N. (2004). Warm 

 and homely or cold and beautiful? Sex differences in trading off traits in mate 

 selection. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 659–672. 

 

Frederick, D. A. & Haselton, M. G. (2007). Why is muscularity sexy? Tests of the fitness 

 indicator hypothesis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33, 1167-1183. 

 

Gangestad, S. W. (1993). Sexual selection and physical attractiveness: Implications for 

 mating dynamics. Human Nature, 4, 205-236. 

 

Gangestad, S. W., & Simpson, J. A. (1990). Toward an evolutionary history of female 

 sociosexual variation. Journal of Personality, 58, 69-96. 

 

Gangestad, S. W., & Simpson, J. A. (2000). The evolution of human mating: The role of 

 trade-offs and strategic pluralism. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23, 675-687. 

 

Gangestad, S. W., & Thornhill, R. (1997). The evolutionary psychology of extra-pair sex: 

The role of fluctuating asymmetry. Evolution and Human Behavior, 18, 69-88. 

 

Gangestad, S. W., Thornhill, R., & Yeo, R. (1994). Facial attractiveness, developmental 

 stability, and fluctuating asymmetry. Ethology and Sociobiology, 15, 73-85. 

 

Garcia, J. R., & Reiber, C. (2008). Hook-up behavior: A biopsychosocial perspective. 

 Journal of Social, Evolutionary, and Cultural Psychology, 2, 192-208. 

 

Geary, D. C. (2007). Evolution of fatherhood. In C. A. Salmon, & T. K. Shackelford 

 (Eds.), Family relationships: An evolutionary perspective (pp. 115-144). New 

 York: Oxford University Press, USA. 

 



 213 

Goetz, C. D., Easton, J. A., Lewis, D. M. G. & Buss, D. M.(2012). Sexual exploitability: 

 Observable cues and their link to sexual attraction. Evolution and Human 

 Behavior, 33, 417-426. 

 

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big-

 Five personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504-528. 

 

Gray, P. B., Kahlenberg, S. M., Barrett, E. S., Lipson, S. F., & Ellison, P. T. (2002). 

 Marriage and fatherhood are associated with lower testosterone in males. 

 Evolution and Human Behavior, 23, 193-201. 

 

Greenlees, I. A., & McGrew, W. C. (1994). Sex and age differences in preferences and 

 tactics of mate attraction: Analysis of published advertisements. Ethology and 

 Sociobiology, 15, 59-72. 

 

Greiling, H., & Buss, D. M. (2000). Women’s sexual strategies: The hidden dimension of 

 short-term mating. Personality and Individual Differences, 28, 929-963. 

 

Greitemeyer, T. (2005). Receptivity to sexual offers as a function of sex, socioeconomic 

 status, physical attractiveness, and intimacy of the offer. Personal Relationships, 

 12, 373-386. 

 

Grello, C. M., Welsh, D. P., & Harper, M. S. (2006). No strings attached: The nature of 

 casual sex in college students. The Journal of Sex Research, 43, 255-267. 

 

Griskevicius, V., Cialdini, R. B., & Kenrick, D. T. (2006). Peacocks, Picasso, and 

 parental investment: The effects of romantic motives on creativity. Journal of 

 Personality and Social Psychology, 91, 63-76. 

 

Haselton, M.G. (2003). The sexual overperception bias: Evidence of a systematic bias in 

men from a survey of naturally occurring events. Journal of Research in 

Personality, 37, 34-47. 

 

Haselton, M. G., & Buss, D. M. (2000). Error management theory: A new perspective on 

 biases in cross-sex mind reading. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

 78, 81-91. 

 

Haselton, M. G., & Buss, D. M. (2001). The affective shift hypothesis: The functions of 

 emotional changes following sexual intercourse. Personal Relationships, 8, 357-

 369. 

 



 214 

Hawley, P. H., & Buss, D. M. (2011). Introduction. In D. M. Buss, & P. H. Hawley 

 (Eds.), The Evolution of Personality and Individual Differences (pp. ix-xix). New 

 York: Oxford University Press, USA. 

 

Heath, K. M., & Hadley, C. (1998). Dichotomous male reproductive strategies in a 

 polygynous human society: Mating versus parental effort. Current Anthropology, 

 39, 269–374. 

 

Herrnstein, R. J. (1961). Relative and absolute strength of responses as a function of 

 frequency of reinforcement. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behaviour, 

 4, 267–72. 

 

Hewlett, B. S. (1988). Sexual selection and paternal investment among Aka pygmies. In 

 L. Betzig, M. Borgerhoff-Mulder, & P. Turke (Eds.), Human Reproductive 

 Behavior: A Darwinian Perspective (pp. 263-276). Cambridge: Cambridge 

 University Press. 

 

Hill, K., & Hurtado, A. (1996). Ache life history: The ecology and demography of a 

 foraging people. Hawthorne, NY: Aldine de Gruyter. 

 

Hill, K., & Kaplan, H. (1988). Tradeoffs in male and female reproductive strategies 

 among the Ache: Part 1. In L. Betzig, M. Borgerhoff-Mulder, & P. Turke (Eds.), 

 Human Reproductive Behavior: A Darwinian Perspective (pp. 277-289). 

 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Hill, K., & Kaplan, H. (1999). Life history traits in humans: Theory and empirical 

 studies. Annual Review of Anthropology, 28, 397-430. 

 

Hrdy, S. B. (2007). Evolutionary context of human development: The cooperative 

 breeding model. In C. A. Salmon, & T. K. Shackelford (Eds.), Family 

 relationships: An evolutionary perspective (pp. 39-68). New York: Oxford 

 University Press, USA. 

 

Jackson, J. J., & Kirkpatrick, L. A. (2007). The structure and measurement of human 

 mating strategies: Toward a multidimensional model of sociosexuality. Evolution 

 and Human Behavior, 28, 382-391. 

 

Jasienska, G., Ziomkiewicz, A., Ellison, P. T., Lipson, S. F., & Thune, I. (2004). Large 

 breasts and narrow waists indicate high reproductive potential in women. 

 Proceedings of the Royal Society of London B, 271, 1213-1217. 

 



 215 

Johnston, V. S., Hagel, R., Franklin, M., Fink, B., & Grammer, K. (2001). Male facial 

 attractiveness: Evidence for hormone-mediated adaptive design. Evolution and 

 Human Behavior, 22, 251-267. 

 

Jonason, P. K., Li, N. P., & Cason, M. J. (2009). The “booty call”: A compromise 

 between men’s and women’s ideal mating strategies. Journal of Sex Research, 46, 

 1-11. 

 

Kaplan, H., & Gangestad, S. W. (2005). Life history theory and evolutionary psychology. 

In D.M. Buss (ed.), The Handbook of Evolutionary Psychology (pp. 68-95). New 

York: Wiley. 

 

Kavanagh, P.S., Robins, S., & Ellis, B.J. (2010). The mating sociometer: A regulatory 

mechanism for mating aspirations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

99, 120-132. 

 

Kaplan, H., Hill, K., Lancaster, J., & Hurtado, A. M. (2000). A theory of human life 

 history evolution: Diet, intelligence and longevity. Evolutionary Anthropology, 9, 

 156-185. 

 

Kenrick, D. T., Groth, G. E., Trost, M. R., & Sadalla, E. K. (1993). Integrating `

 evolutionary and social exchange perspectives on relationships: Effects of gender, 

 self-appraisal, and involvement level on mate selection criteria. Journal of 

 Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 951-969. 

 

Kenrick, D. T., & Keefe, R. C. (1992). Age preferences in mates reflect sex differences in 

 reproductive strategies. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 15, 75-133. 

 

Kenrick, D. T., Sadalla, E. K., Groth, G. E., & Trost, M. R. (1990). Evolution, traits, and 

 the stages of human courtship: Qualifying the parental investment model. Journal 

 of Personality, 58, 97-116. 

 

Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Ellis, B. J. (2001). An evolutionary-psychological approach to self-

 esteem: Multiple domains and multiple functions. In G. J. O. Fletcher & M. S. 

 Clark (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology, Vol. 2: Interpersonal 

 processes (pp. 411–436). Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishers. 

 

Kokko, H., Brooks, R., McNamara, J. M., & Houston, A. I. (2002). The sexual selection 

 continuum. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London B, 269, 1331-1340. 

 

Kurzban, R., & Weeden, J. (2005). HurryDate: Mate preferences in action. Evolution & 

 Human Behavior, 26, 227-244. 

 



 216 

Landolt, M., Lalumière, M., & Quinsey, V. (1995). Sex differences in intra-sex variations 

 in human mating tactics: An evolutionary approach. Ethology and Sociobiology, 

 16, 3-23. 

 

Li, N. P., Bailey, J. M., Kenrick, D. T., & Linsenmeier, J. A. W. (2002). The necessities 

 and luxuries of mate preferences: Testing the tradeoffs. Journal of Personality 

 and Social Psychology, 82, 947–955. 

 

Li, N. P., & Kenrick, D. T. (2006). Sex similarities and differences in preferences for 

 -term mates: What, whether, and why. Journal of Personality and Social 

 Psychology, 90, 468–489. 

 

Little, A. C., Penton-Voak, I. S., Burt, D. M., & Perrett, D. I. (2002). Evolution and 

 individual differences in the perception of attractiveness: How cyclic hormonal 

 changes and self-perceived attractiveness influence female preferences for male 

 faces. In G. Rhodes & L. A. Zebrowitz (Eds.), Facial attractiveness: 

 Evolutionary, cognitive, and social perspectives (pp. 59-90). Westport, CT: 

 Ablex. 

 

Low, B. S. (1990). Sex, power and resources: Male and female strategies of resource 

 acquisition. International Journal of Contemporary Sociology, 27, 49-73. 

 

Marlowe, F. (1998). The nubility hypothesis: The human breast as an honest signal of 

 residual reproductive value. Human Nature, 9, 263-271. 

 

Marlowe, F. (1999). Male care and mating effort among Hadza foragers. Behavioral 

 Ecology and Sociobiology, 46, 57-64. 

 

Marlowe, F. (2000). Paternal investment and the human mating system. Behavioural 

 Processes, 51, 45-61. 

 

Mazur, A., & Michalek, J. (1998). Marriage, divorce, and male testosterone. Social 

Forces, 77, 315-330. 

 

McIntyre, M., Gangestad, S. W., Gray, P. B., Chapman, J. F., Burnham, T. C., O’Rourke, 

 M. T. et al. (2006). Romantic involvement often reduces men’s testosterone—but 

 not always: The moderating role of extrapair sexual interest. Journal of 

 Personality and Social Psychology, 91, 642-651. 

 

Mendle, J., Harden, K. P., Turkheimer, E., van Hulle, C., D’Onofrio, B. M., Brooks-

 Gunn, J., et al. (2009). Associations between father absence and age of first sexual 

 intercourse. Child Development, 80, 1463–1480. 

 



 217 

Meston, C., & Buss, D. M. (2007). Why humans have sex. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 

 36, 477-507. 

 

Mikach, S. M., & Bailey, J. M. (1999). What distinguishes women with unusually high 

 numbers of sex partners? Evolution and Human Behavior, 20, 141-150. 

 

Miller, G. (2000). The mating mind: How sexual choice shaped the evolution of human 

nature. New York: Anchor Books. 

 

Miller, G. (2008). Mating intelligence: Frequently asked questions. In G. Geher & G. 

 Miller (Eds.), Mating Intelligence: Sex, Relationships and the Mind’s 

 Reproductive System (pp. 367-393). New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Belsky, J., & Silva, P. A. (1992). Childhood experience and the 

 onset of menarche: A test of the sociobiological model. Child Development, 63, 

 47-58. 

 

Møller, A. P., & Thornhill, R. (1998). Male parental care, differential parental investment 

 by females, and sexual selection. Animal Behaviour, 55, 1507-1515. 

 

Oliver, M. B., & Sedikides, C. (1992). Effects of sexual permissiveness on desirability of 

 partner as a function of low and high commitment to relationship. Social 

 Psychology Quarterly, 55, 321-333. 

 

Parker, G. A. (1970). Sperm competition and its evolutionary consequences in the 

 insects. Biological Reviews, 45, 525-567. 

 

Paul, E. L, & Hayes, K. A. (2002). The casualties of `casual' sex: A qualitative 

exploration of the phenomenology of college students' hookups. Journal of Social 

and Personal Relationships, 19, 639-661. 

 

Paul, E. L., McManus, B., & Hayes, K. A. (2000). "Hookups": Characteristics and 

 correlates of college students' spontaneous and anonymous sexual experiences. 

 The Journal of Sex Research, 37, 76-88. 

 

Pawlowski, B., & Dunbar, R. I. (1999). Impact of market value on human mate choice 

 decisions. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London B, 266, 281-285. 

 

Penke, L., & Asendorpf, J. B. (2008). Beyond global sociosexual orientations: A more 

 differentiated look at sociosexuality and its effects on courtship and romantic 

 relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 1113-1135. 

 



 218 

Penke, L., & Denissen, J. J. A. (2008). Sex differences and lifestyle-dependent shifts in 

 the attunement of self-esteem to self-perceived mate value: Hints to an adaptive 

 mechanism? Journal of Research in Personality, 42, 1123-1129. 

 

Penton-Voak, I.S., Little, A. C., Jones, B. C., Burt, D. M., Tiddeman, B. P., & Perrett, D. 

 I. (2003). Female condition influences preferences for sexual dimorphism in faces 

 of male humans (Homo sapiens). Journal of Comparative Psychology, 117, 264-

 271. 

 

Penton-Voak, I. S., Perrett, D. I., Castles, D. L., Kobayashi, T., Burt, D. M., Murray, L., 

 et al. (1999). Menstrual cycle alters face preference. Nature, 399, 741-742. 

 

Perilloux, C., & Buss, D. M. (2008). Breaking up romantic relationships: Costs 

 experienced and coping strategies deployed. Evolutionary Psychology, 6, 164-

 181. 

 

Perilloux, C., Easton, J. A., & Buss, D. M. (2012). The misperception of sexual 

 interest: Who misperceives and who is misperceived? Psychological Science, 23, 

 146-151. 

 

Pérusse, D. (1993). Cultural and reproductive success in industrial societies: Testing the 

 relationship at proximate and ultimate levels. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 16, 

 267-322. 

 

Pérusse, D. (1994). Mate choice in modern societies: Testing evolutionary hypotheses 

 with behavioral data. Human Nature, 5, 255-278. 

 

Pound, N., Shackelford, T. K., & Goetz, A. T. (2006). Sperm competition in humans. In 

 T. K. Shackelford & N. Pound (Eds.), Sperm Competition in Humans: Classic 

 and contemporary readings (pp. 3-31). New York: Springer. 

 

Regan, P. C. (1998a). Minimum mate selection standards as a function of perceived mate 

value, relationship context, and gender. Journal of Psychology and Human 

Sexuality, 10, 53-73. 

 

Regan, P. C. (1998b). What if you can’t get what you want? Willingness to compromise 

 ideal mate selection standards as a function of sex, mate value, and relationship 

 context. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 1294-1303. 

 

Reiber, C., & Garcia, J. R. (2010). Hooking up: Gender differences, evolution, and 

 pluralistic ignorance. Evolutionary Psychology, 8, 390-404. 

 



 219 

Rhodes, G., Simmons, L. W., & Peters, M. (2005). Attractiveness and sexual behavior: 

 Does attractiveness enhance mating success? Evolution and Human Behavior, 26, 

 186-201. 

 

Roese, N. J., Pennington, G. L., Coleman, J., Janicki, M., Li, N. P., & Kenrick, D. T. 

 (2006). Sex differences in regret: All for love or some for lust? Personality and 

 Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 770-780. 

 

Ronay, R., & von Hippel, W. (2010). The presence of an attractive woman elevates 

 testosterone and physical risk taking in young men. Social Psychological & 

 Personality Science, 1, 57-64. 

 

Rosenberg, M. (1989). Society and the Adolescent Self-Image (Rev. Ed.). Middletown, 

 CT: Wesleyan University Press. 

 

Rowe, D. C., Vazsonyi, A. T., & Figueredo, A. J. (1997). Mating effort in adolescence: A 

 conditional or alternative strategy. Personality and Individual Differences, 23, 

 105-115. 

 

Rubin, Z., Peplau, L. A., & Hill, C. T. (1981). Loving and leaving: Sex differences in 

 romantic attachments. Sex Roles, 1, 821-836. 

 

Schaller, M., & Park, J. H. (2011). The behavioral immune system (and why it matters). 

 Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20, 99–103. 

 

Schieb, J. E. (2001). Context-specific mate choice criteria: Women’s trade-offs in the 

 contexts of long-term and extra-pair mateships. Personal Relationships, 8, 371-

 389. 

 

Schmitt, D. P. (2005). Fundamentals of human mating strategies. In D.M. Buss (ed.), 

 The Handbook of Evolutionary Psychology (pp. 258-291). New York: Wiley. 

 

Schmitt, D. P. (2004). The Big Five related to risky sexual behavior across 10 world 

 regions: Differential personality associations of sexual promiscuity and 

 relationship infidelity. European Journal of Personality, 18, 301-319. 

 

Schmitt, D. P., and 118 Members of International Sexuality Description Project (2003). 

 Universal sex differences in the desire for sexual variety: Tests from 52 nations, 6 

 continents, and 13 islands. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 85-

 104. 

 



 220 

Schmitt, D. P., Couden, A., & Baker, M. (2001). The effects of sex and temporal context 

 on feelings of romantic desire: An experimental evaluation of Sexual Strategies 

 Theory. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 833-847. 

 

Schmitt, D. P., & Shackelford, T. K. (2008). Big Five traits related to short-term mating: 

 From personality to promiscuity across 46 nations. Evolutionary Psychology, 6, 

 246-282. 

 

Schmitt, D. P., Shackelford, T. K., & Buss, D. M. (2001). Are men really more ‘oriented’ 

 toward short-term mating than women? A critical review of theory and research. 

 Psychology, Evolution & Gender, 3, 211-239. 

 

Schmitt, D. P., Shackelford, T. K. Duntley, J., Tooke, W., & Buss, D. M. (2001). The 

 desire for sexual variety as a tool for understanding basic human mating 

 strategies. Personal Relationships, 8, 425-455. 

 

Schützwohl, A., Fuchs, A., McKibbin, W.F., Shackelford, T.K. (2009). How willing are 

 you to accept sexual requests from slightly unattractive to exceptionally attractive 

 imagined requestors? Human Nature, 20, 282-293. 

 

Shackelford, T. K., & Buss, D. M. (1997). Cues to infidelity. Personality and Social 

 Psychology Bulletin, 23, 1034-1045. 

 

Shackelford, T. K., Goetz, A. T., LaMunyon, C. W., Quintus, B. J., & Weekes-

 Shackelford, V. A. (2004). Sex differences in sexual psychology produce sex 

 similar preferences for a short-term mate. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 33, 405-

 412. 

 

Shackelford, T. K., Pound, N., & Goetz, A. T. (2005). Psychological and physiological 

adaptations to sperm competition in humans. Review of General Psychology, 9, 

228-248. 

 

Shackelford, T. K., Pound, N., Goetz, A. T., & LaMunyon, C. W. (2005). Female 

 infidelity and sperm competition. In D.M. Buss (ed.), The Handbook of 

 Evolutionary Psychology (pp. 372-393). New York: Wiley. 

 

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1991). Individual differences in sociosexuality: 

 Evidence for convergent and discriminant validity. Journal of Personality and 

 Social Psychology, 60, 870-883. 

 

Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. W. (1992). Sociosexuality and romantic partner choice. 

 Journal of Personality, 60, 31-51. 

 



 221 

Singh, D. (1993). Adaptive significance of waist-to-hip ratio and female physical 

 attractiveness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 293-307. 

 

Singh, D. (1995). Female health, attractiveness and desirability for relationships: Role of 

breast asymmetry and waist-to-hip ratio. Ethology and Sociobiology, 16, 465-481. 

 

Singh, D. (2002). Female mate value at a glance: Relationship of waist-to-hip ratio to 

 health, fecundity and attractiveness. Neuroendocrinology Letters, 23, 81-91. 

 

Slatcher, R. B., Mehta, P. H., & Josephs, R. A. (2011). Testosterone and self-reported 

 dominance interact to influence human mating behavior. Social Psychological 

 and Personality Science, 3, 531-539. 

 

Smith, R. L. (1984). Human sperm competition. In R. L. Smith (Ed.), Sperm competition 

 and the evolution of mating systems (pp. 601-659). New York: Academic Press. 

 

Snyder, M., Simpson, J. A., & Gangestad, S. (1986). Personality and sexual relations. 

 Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 181-190. 

 

Sprecher, S., & Regan, P. C. (2002). Liking some things (in some people) more than 

 others: Partner preferences in romantic relationships and friendships. Journal of 

 Social and Personal Relationships, 19, 463-481. 

 

Sugiyama, L. S. (2005). Physical attractiveness in adaptationist perspective. In D.M. Buss 

 (ed.), The Handbook of Evolutionary Psychology (pp. 292-343). New York: 

 Wiley. 

 

Surbey, M. K., & Conohan, C. D. (2000). Willingness to engage in casual sex: The role 

 of parental qualities and perceived risk of aggression. Human Nature, 11, 367-

 386. 

 

Symons, D. (1979). The evolution of human sexuality. New York: Oxford University 

 Press. 

 

Symons, D. (1987). If we’re all Darwinians, what’s the fuss about? In C. Crawford, M. 

 Smith, & D. Krebs (Eds.), Sociobiology and Psychology: Ideas, Issues, and 

 Applications (pp. 121-146). Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Thornhill, R., & Gangestad, S. W. (1993). Human facial beauty: Averageness, symmetry 

 and parasite resistance. Human Nature, 4, 237-269. 

 

Thornhill, R., & Gangestad, S. W. (1994). Fluctuating asymmetry and human sexual 

 behavior. Psychological Science, 5, 297–302. 



 222 

 

Thornhill, R., & Gangestad, S. W. (1999). Facial attractiveness. Trends in Cognitive 

 Science, 3, 452-460. 

 

Thornhill, R., & Gangestad, S. W. (2008). The evolutionary biology of human female 

 sexuality. New York: Oxford University Press. 

 

Thornhill, R., & Grammar, K. (1999). The body and face of a woman: One ornament that 

 signals quality? Evolution and Human Behavior, 20, 105-120. 

 

Todd, P. M., Penke, L., Fasolo, B., & Lenton, A. (2007). Different cognitive processes 

 underlie human mate choices and mate preferences. PNAS, 104, 15011-15016. 

 

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (1990). On the universality of human nature and the 

 uniqueness of the individual: The role of genetics and adaptation. Journal of 

 Personality, 58, 17-68. 

 

Townsend, J. M. (1995). Sex without emotional involvement: An evolutionary 

 interpretation of sex differences. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 24, 173-206. 

Townsend, J. M., & Levy, G. D. (1990a). Effects of potential partners' physical 

attractiveness and socioeconomic status on sexuality and partner selection. 

Archives of Sexual Behavior, 19, 149-164. 

 

Townsend, J. M., & Levy, G. D. (1990b). Effect of potential partners' costume and 

 physical attractiveness on sexuality and partner selection. Journal of Psychology: 

 Interdisciplinary & Applied, 124, 371-389. 

 

Trivers, R. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection. In B. Campbell (Ed.), 

 Sexual selection and the descent of man (pp. 136-179). New York: Aldine de 

 Gruyter. 

 

Uecker, J. E., & Regnerus, M. D. (2010). Bare market: Campus sex ratios, romantic 

 relationships, and sexual behavior. The Sociological Quarterly, 51, 408-435. 

 

Voland, E. (1998). Evolutionary ecology of human reproduction. Annual Review of 

Anthropology, 27, 347-374. 

 

Waynforth, D. (1998). Fluctuating asymmetry and human male life-history traits in rural 

Belize. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London, B, 265, 1497–1501. 

 

Waynforth, D., & Dunbar, R. I. M. (1995). Conditional mate choice strategies in humans: 

Evidence from ‘lonely hearts’ advertisements. Behaviour, 132, 755-779. 

 



 223 

Weekes-Shackelford, V. A., Easton, J. A., & Stone, E. A. (2008). How having children 

affects mating psychology. In G. Geher & G. Miller (Eds.), Mating Intelligence: 

Sex, Relationships and the Mind’s Reproductive System (pp. 159-170). New York: 

Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Wiederman, M. W., & Dubois, S. L. (1998). Evolution and sex differences in preferences 

for short-term mates: Results from a policy capturing study. Evolution and 

Human Behavior, 19, 153-170. 

 

Wilbur, C. J., & Campbell, L. (2010). What do women want? An interactionist account of 

 women’s mate preferences. Personality and Individual Differences, 49, 749-754. 

Wright, T. M., & Reise, S. P. (1997). Personality and unrestricted sexual behavior: 

Correlations of sociosexuality in Caucasian and Asian college students. Journal of 

Research in Personality, 192, 166-192. 


